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FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 


TUESDAY, JULY 2, 1958 


Hovsp oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND ForREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1334, 
New House Office Building, the Honorable Oren Harris, chairman, 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Harris (chairman), Roberts, Rogers, 
Flynt, Wolverton, O’Hara, Hale, Springer, Derounian, and Younger. 

Also present: Representative Loser. 

The CHamman. The committee will come to order. 

‘The Subcommittee on Transportation and Communications is 
meeting today to initiate hearings on several bills which would extend 
the time for making grants under the Federal Airport Act. 

These bills are S. 3502; H. R. 10972, by Mr. McFall, of California; 
H. R. 11091, by Mr. Dingell, of Michigan; H. R. 11566, by Mr. Tollef- 
son, of Washington; and H. R. 11619, by Mr. Bennett, of Michigan. 

S. 3502 and H. R. 11566 propose not only to extend the time for 
making grants, but would increase the authorization for grants. 

S. 3502 will be inserted in the record at this point, together with 
agency reports. 

H. R. 11566 likewise will be inserted at this point. 

H. R. 10972 and H. R. 11091 and H. R. 11619 will be included. 
Included in S. 3502 is an amendment relating to grants for periodic 
seal coating. Our colleague, Mr. Hale, of Maine, has introduced a 
bill on that subject. Mr. Hale’s bill, H. R. 672, together with agency 
reports, will be inserted at this point. 

It will be noted that Mr. Berry, of South Dakota, has also introduced 
a bill on the periodic application of surface treatments. His bill, 
H. R. 5039, with agency reports will be inserted at this point. 

(S. 3502, H. R. 672, H. R. 5039, H. R. 10972, H. R. 11091, H. R. 
11566, H. R. 11619 and the reports referred to are as follows:) 


[S. 3502, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such Act, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 (a) of the Federal 
Airport Act, as amended (49 U. 8S. C. 1104 (a)), is further amended to read as 
follows: 

“(a) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
several States, there is authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant 
agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $95,000,000 for the 


1 
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fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and for each of the following fiscal years through 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. Each such authorized amount shall become 
available for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is au- 
thorized, and shall continue to be so available until so obligated.” 

Sec 2. Section 5 (b) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 1104 
(b)), is further amended to read as follows: 

“(b) for the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 
there is hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements 
pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $5,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1959, and for each of the following fiscal years through the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1963. Each such authorized amount shall become available 
for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and 
shall continue to be so available until so obligated. Of each of the amounts 
authorized by this subsection, 45 per centum shall be available for projects in 
the Territory of Alaska, 25 per centum for projects in the Territory of Hawaii, 
20 per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 10 per centum for projects in 
the Virgin Islands.” 

Sec. 3. Section 5 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. 8. C. 1104), is 
further amended by adding the following new subsection: 

“(e) In addition to the sums authorized in subsections (a) and (b), the 
Secretary of Commerce is authorized to obligate in his discretion the sum of 
$75,000,000 during the period beginning July 1, 1958, and ending June 30, 1959. 
This sum shall be available to pay the United States share of costs of any 
approved project, and shall be administered as a separate fund without regard 
to the provisions of section 6 of this Act.” 

Sec. 4. Section 5 (c) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 
1104 (¢)), is further amended by striking out “and (b) of this section’, and 
inserting immediately after the words “subsections (a)” a comma, and “(b) and 
(e) of this section”. 

Sec. 5. Section 13 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 1112), 
is further amended by inserting “(a)” at the beginning thereof and by adding 
a subsection to read as follows: 

“(b) Beginning with the fiscal year 1960, the cost of acquisition or construc- 
tion of that part of a project intended for use as a passenger automobile parking 
facility, and the cost of construction of those parts of passenger or freight 
terminal buildings and other airport administrative buildings intended for use 
as bars, cocktail lounges, night clubs, theaters, private clubs, garages, hotel 
rooms, commercial offices, or gamerooms or such other use which, in the opinion 
of the Secretary, is not essential to the welfare and safety of those persons using 
airports for public aviation purposes, shall not be an allowable project cost under 
this Act.” 

Sec. 6. Section 2 (a) (3) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 
1101 (a) (8)) is further amended by substituting a comma for the period at 
the end thereof and adding the following additional clause: “and (C) the 
periodic seal coating of flexible airport pavements and the filling of joints in 
rigid airport pavements at airports at which air traffic is not sufficient to meet 
the criteria of the Secretary for the location of an airport traflic control tower 
operated by the Civil Aeronautics Administration.” 

Sec. 7. Section 4 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 1103), 
is further amended by inserting “(a)” at the beginning thereof and by adding 
a subsection to read as follows: 

“(b) It shall be the duty of the Secretary to make public by January 1 of 
each year the proposed program of airport development intended to be under- 
taken during the fiscal year next ensuing.” 

Passed the Senate May 14, 1958. 

Attest: 





Feiton M. JoHnston, Secretary. 


[H. R. 672, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the definition of the term “airport development” in the Federal Airport 
Act, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) 
of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 1101 (a) (3)), is amended 
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by adding at the end of such paragraph a new sentence as follows: “Such term 
also means the periodic seal coating of flexible airport pavements and the filling 
of joints in rigid airport pavements to avoid ultimate reconstruction of such 
pavements.” 





[H. R. 5039, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act, so as to provide that periodic 
application of surface treatments to airport pavements to avoid ultimate reconstruction 
shall be deemed to constitute repairing of the airport 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) of the 
Federal Airport Act (49 U. S. C. 1101 (a) (3)) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following sentence: “For the purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence, periodic application of surface treatments to airport pavements to avoid 
ultimate reconstruction shall be deemed to constitute repairing of the airport.” 


[H. R. 10972, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the previsions of such Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 of the Federal Airport Act is 
amended by striking out “for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 
30, 1958, and June 30, 1959” in subsections (a) and (b) and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘for each of the following fiscal years through the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1963”. 


[H. R. 11091, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 of the Federal Airport Act is 
amended by striking out “for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 
30, 1958, and June 30, 1959” in subsections (a) and (b) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “for each of the following fiscal years through the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1963”. 


[H. R. 11566, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such Act, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 (a) of the Federal Airport 
Act, as amended (49 U. 8. C. 1104 (a)), is further amended to read as follows: 

“(a) For the purpose of carrying out this chapter with respect to projects 
in the several States, there are authorized to be obligated by the execution of 
grant agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $95,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and for each of the following fiscal years 
through the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. Each such authorized amount 
shall become available for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for 
which it is authorized, and shall continue to be so available until so obligated.” 

Sec. 2. Section 5 (b) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 
1104 (b)), is further amended to read as follows: 

“(b) for the purpose of carrying out this chapter with respect to projects 
in the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands, there are hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant 
agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the sum of $5,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1959, and for each of the following fiscal years through 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. Hach such authorized amount shall 
become available for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which 
it is authorized, and shall continue to be so available until so obligated. Of 
each of the amounts authorized by this subsection, 45 per centum shall be 
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available for projects in the Territory of Alaska, 25 per centum for projects in 
the Territory of Hawaii, 20 per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 10 per 
centum for projects in the Virgin Islands.” 

Sec. 3. Section 5 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 1104), 
is further amended by adding the following new subsection : 

“(e) In addition to the sums authorized in subsections (a) and (b), the 
Secretary of Commerce is authorized to obligate in his discretion the sum of 
$75,000,000 during the period beginning July 1, 1958, and ending June 30, 1959. 
This sum shall be available to pay the United States share of costs of any ap- 
proved project, and shall be administered as a separate fund without regard to 
the provisions of section 6 of this Act.” 

Src. 4. Section 5 (c) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 
1104 (c)), is further amended by striking out “and (b) of this section”, and 
inserting immediately after the words “subsection (a)’” a comma, and “(b) 
and (e) of this section”. 

Sec. 5. Section 13 of the Federal Airport Act, as amended (49 U. S. C. 1112), 
is further amended by adding a new subsection to read as follows: 

“(b) The cost of vonstruction of those parts of projects intended for use as 
parking lots, bars, cafes, or other space to be rented or leased by concessionaires, 
shall not be an allowable project cost under this Act.” 





[H. R. 11619, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 of the Federal Airport Act is 
amended by striking out “for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 
30, 1958, and June 30, 1959” in subsections (a) and (b) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “for each of the following fiscal years through the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1963”. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., July 22, 1958. 
Hon. OrEN Hargis, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of 
Representatives, New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letters of March 1 and 
May 19, 1958, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on H. R. 10972 
and 8S. 3502, bills to amend the Federal Airport Act to extend the time for 
making grants under the provisions of such act. 

In testimony presented to your committee, the Department of Commerce 
opposed enactment of these bills. 

This office concurs with the views of the Department of Commerce and is 
opposed to these bills. Their enactment would not be in accord with the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiu 8. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Crvirt, AERONAUTICS Boarp, 
Washington, July 23, 1958. 
Hon. OREN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Harris: This is in reply to your letter of May 19, 1958, 
acknowledged May 22, 1958, asking the Board for a report on S. 3502, a bill to 
amend the Federal Airport Act in order to extend the time for making grants 
under the provisions of such act, and for other purposes. As the committee is 
aware, while the Board has a general advisory function in connection with the 
Federal Airport Act (the Secretary of Commerce being required to consult the 
Board in connection with the formulation and revision of the national airport 
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plan each year) the responsibility for administering the act and carrying out 
its many detailed provisions rests with the Secretary of Commerce. Accord- 
ingly, our comments are general in nature and addressed to the need for a strong 
airport program rather than to the specific means by which it is accomplished. 

The Board wishes to point out that the advent of jet and other high speed 
aircraft will bring with it the need for an expanded airport program. Jet air- 
craft will require runways of greater length than now exist at most domestic 
and international airports. The increased concentration of traffic expected to 
result from the use of jet aircraft having approximately double the seating 
capacity of our present piston-engine aircraft, coupled with the normal traffic 
increase which is expected, will undoubtedly require improved and enlarged 
terminal facilities. Moreover, in the case of airports serving intermediate and 
smaller communities, it is entirely possible that improved runways and taxi 
facilities will be required with the contemplated introduction of larger capaci- 
ties of intermediate aircraft and improved local service aircraft. 

Attention is also called to the fact that in the past the Board has found it 
necessary to suspend service at a substantial number of smaller cities because 
of inadequate airport facilities. At the present time the Board is surveying the 
needs on a nationwide basis of the smaller communities for new and additional 
local air transportation services. The importance of an adequate financing 
program to supply needs emerging from these proceedings is apparent. 

Proper governmental planning for the needs of air transportation obviously 
requires that these matters be given most serious consideration. The Board 
therefore urges that the Congress take such steps as may be necessary to pro- 
vide for an expanded airport program to meet these needs, either by enactment 
of legislation along the lines of that proposed, or in such other manner as may 
appear appropriate. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. However, it recommends against enactment of S. 3502 
for the reasons stated by the Department of Commerce. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES R. DurRFEE, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1957. 
Hon. OREN HArris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and oreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of January 16, 1957, 
requesting the views of the Department of Commerce on H. R. 672, a bill to 
amend the definition of the term “airport development” in the Federal Airport 
Act, as amended. 

This bill would amend section 2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act by including 
within the definition of the term “airport development,” “periodic sealcoating 
of flexible airport pavements and the filling of joints in rigid airport pavements.” 
The purpose of the amendment is to permit the inclusion of such work in 
projects under grant agreements. 

Reference is also made to your letter of February 21, 1957, requesting the 
views of the Department of Commerce on H. R. 5039, a bill to amend section 
2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act, so as to provide that periodic application of 
surface treatments to airport pavements to avoid ultimate reconstruction shall 
be deemed to constitute repairing of the airport. 

The amendment proposed by this bill would add the following language to 
paragraph (8) of section 2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act: “For the purposes of 
the preceding sentence, periodic application of surface treatments to airport 
pavements to avoid ultimate reconstruction shall be deemed to constitute re- 
pairing of the airport.” 

Although their language is somewhat different, each of the above proposed 
amendments seeks to accomplish the same objective. 

The Department of Commerce is opposed to the enactment of both H. R. 672 
and H. R. 5039 for the basic reason that both of these bills seek to have included 
as “airport development” the type of work which we believe should rightfully 
be regarded as maintenance. 

Under the Federal Airport Act as originally written and in its present form, 
there may be included in projects under grant agreements only such work on 
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airports as constitutes construction, improvement, or repair as distinguished 
from maintenance. Further, section 11 of the act, by providing that, as a condi- 
tion precedent to his approval of a project, the Secretary of Commerce shall 
receive assurances that the airport and all facilities thereon or connected there- 
with will be suitably maintained, indicates an intent that the grants be condi- 
ioned on the sponsor’s assuming the responsibility for all maintenance costs. 

It will, therefore, be seen that the enactment of H. R. 672 or H. R. 5039 would 
be directly contrary to general principles thus far followed by the Congress 
in distinguishing between airport costs eligible for Federal participation and 
airport costs not eligible for Federal aid. Such a deviation in our opinion would 
create a dangerous precedent in that it would mean that the Federal Government 
would for the first time be subsidizing a part of the operational cost of airports, 
thus opening up an entirely new area of Federal grant participation. 

Also, the enactment of H. R. 672 and H. R. 5039 would require a diversion of 
presently authorized funds from needed items of airport construction, repair, 
and acquisition to pavement resealing work of the type described in the bill. 
It is estimated that the grants-in-aid which wouid be required for such main- 
tenance reasealing under H. R. 672 or H. R. 5039, if enacted, could amount to as 
much as $1,250,000 annually. Consequently, if this bill were enacted, an appro- 
priation of $1,250,000 probably would be necessary each year, in addition to 
those appropriations already authorized, in order to carry out the presently 
authorized Federal-aid airport program. In the absence of such additional ap- 
propriations, it would be necessary to omit from the program needed construc- 
tion and acquisition projects involving grants totaling the amount of funds 
required for resealing projects. 

For these reasons, the Department of Commerce is opposed to the enactment 
of the bills H. R. 672 and H. R. 5039. 

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to 
the submission of this letter to your Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Srnciarr WEEKS, Secretary of Commerce. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C.. July 2, 1957. 
Hon. OrEN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of January 16, 1957. 
requesting the views of this office with respect to H. R. 672, a bill to amend 
the definition of the term “airport development” in the Federal Airport Act, as 
amended. 

The Secretary of Commerce, in the report he is making to your committee 
on this bill, is recommending against its enactment for the reasons set out 
therein. 

This office concurs with the views contained in this report and recommends 
that this measure not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert BE. Merriam, Assistant Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. OrEN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 21, 1957, 
requesting the views of this office with respect to H. R. 5039, a bill to amend 
section 2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act, so as to provide that periodic applica- 
tion of surface treatments to airport pavements to avoid ultimate reconstruction 
shall be deemed to constitute repairing of the airport. 

The Secretary of Commerce, in his report to your committee on this and a 
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similar bill, H. R. 672, recommends against their enactment for the reasons 
set out therein. 

This office concurs with the views contained in that report and recommends 
that this measure not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puri 8. HueHeEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

The CHairman. We have a number of witnesses according to the 
list that has been furnished to me by the clerk. It will be the purpose 
of the committee to hear all witnesses insofar as possible. 

I do want to comment that sponsors of legislation advised me that 
there -will be several witnesses in connection with this important 
problem and that they would be consolidated in an effort to expedite 
the hearings. I hope that can be done. 

It does not appear so from this list that I have. 

I have set today and tomorrow for hearings on this legislation. 
Certainly I want everyone to be heard that desires to be heard, and 
we want to make this record as complete as we can and as the cir- 
cumstances require. 

I might, also, explain that if we cannot conclude the hearings to- 
morrow I am not sure just when we can resume them because there 
are other hearings that have already been scheduled by the committee. 

I observe that we have our colleague, the Honorable Hugh Scott, 
of Pennsylvania, here this morning who is interested in this program. 
And Mr. Scott, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH SCOTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Scorr. I appreciate your courtesy as I have at various 
meetings. 

I will be extremely brief which, I may add, is not a prelude to a 
lengthy statement. 

I support S. 3502. I have a telegram from a representative of the 
mayor of Philadelphia, which I will read: 

Among the many important pieces of legislation before you, 8. 3502, extending 
Federal airport aid and increasing annual appropriations over the next 4 years 


for this bill we ask your complete support and your cooperation to prevail upon 
Chairman Oren Harris to help us with this matter. 


Lam going to paraphrase it, if I may, a little. 


The continued prosperity of Philadelphia interstate commerce depends to a 
great extent upon traffic. 

That is from the director of commerce, the city of Philadelphia. 

Perhaps the city representative had in mind that I formerly served 
as member of this committee—a service on which I look back to with 
a great deal of pleasure. 

This bill would be of great assistance to the Philadelphia Interna- 
tional Airport. 

Mayor Hartsfield will represent all of the mayors, I understand, 
and will testify later. 

I am certain that all of the congressional delegation from my city 
are equally interested in early and favorable action. And I want 
to thank the chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Thank you, Mr. Scott. 
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May I say for myself and, I am sure, the members of the committee 
we are delighted to have you back before us. 

We recall the pleasant association we had with you when you 
served on this committee. 

It is a pleasure to have you and we appreciate your interest in this 
legislation which is recognized to be highly important because it will 
be necessary to extend this program, which will terminate soon, if we 
are going to continue the policies under this program and provide the 
airport facilities that should be provided in the interest of the Ameri- 
can people. 

Mr. Scorr. This new jet traffic in Philadelphia does not mean it 
will not become a greater airport in its own right, but it will also 
become an alternative airport, [ suspect, for the use of planes diverted 
from the somewhat less hospitable cireumambient atmosphere sur- 
rounding some of our other metropolitan areas. The climate, the air, 
and the visibility of the Philadelphia area are normally superior to 
that of their competitors. (That isa commercial.) 

The Cuamman. I am sure you recognize there are differences of 
opinion between the bill as it passed the Senate 

Mr. Scorr. Yes. 

The Cuatmrman. And the thinking of some of those in the ad- 
ministration. And frankly, according to the report of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, and also the Bureau of the Budget, they share 
that thinking and that it is necessary to try to clear up that difference 
of thinking on this important matter. 

Mr. Scorr. I agree.- I think it is always well when the executive 
and the legislative branches meet in an effort to accord their differ- 
ences. And I hope that will be the result here. 

The Cuatrrman. Thank you very much. 

Is our colleague, Mr. George P. Miller, here ? 

(No response. ) 

The Cuatrman. The next witness is our colleague, Hon. John J. 
MeFall. Mr. McFall, we will be glad to hear you. 





STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. McFALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McF aux. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity of ap- 
pearing to testify today in support of legislation which would extend 
the Federal Airport Act. 

Since I understand that you have a great many expert witnesses 
ready to discuss in detail the need of this legislation, I will make 
only a few brief comments. 

I introduced H. R. 10972, which is among the bills you are con- 
sidering at the request of the management of Stockton Field, a com- 
munity-owned and operated airport in the district which I represent 
in California. 

This is one of the many small airports throughout the Nation which 
has been developed over the past decade through cooperative financing 
by local taxpayers and the Federal Government. This development 
would have been impossible without the assistance afforded by the 
Federal Airport Act. 
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But the job is not yet done. Stockton Field, like so many other 
smaller airports throughout the Nation, is only beginning to develop 
its facilities to the standard we require in this air ag : 

A national airport survey in January showed that 1,138 of the 
2.874 public airports in the United States are planning development 
through the next 4-year period, contingent upon extension of the act. 

In California, 483 of 234 publicly owned SP es reported $128.5 
million in planned projects, to be financed with $101.9 million in local 
or State funds and with $26.7 million of Federal assistance required. 

Your companion body in the Senate in approving 8. 3502, and after 
hearing extensive testimony, concluded : 

The capital investment needed to bring airport facilities up to present and 
future requirements of the Nation’s air transportation need is far beyond the 
capabilities of local communities without continued assistance from the Federal 
Government. 

As you know, S. 3502 is substantially broader legislation than that 
incorporated in my bill, and I would endorse this Senate program as 
being more in keeping with our needs. 

May I quote from Harvey Stull, mayor of Stockton : 

Urgently request your testimony in favor of S. 3502. The city of Stockton 
believes that airports are so deeply integrated into our defense logistics, which 
must rely on civil supply lines, that failure of the Federal Government to partici- 
pate in the large and necessary cost in further development and expansion of 
these important facilities might well result in failure of the internal supply 
system of our Nation at a time of utmost need, and we believe that the Congress 
should pass this bill providing for a substantial increase in the sum of money 
made available annually for the implementation and operation of this vital 
Federal airport program. 

I have one comment to make concerning section 5 of S. 3502, which 
would restrict the type of facilities that could be included in the 
program. 

Since each airport has its own particular problems and program, 
and general legislation would be most difficult, I would urge that you 
permit the Secretary of Commerce to continue to make determinations 
as to what type of operation should be eligible, rather than try to 
write language that might prove a hardship to some particular 
airfield. 

As you gentlemen well know, airports are a matter of local respon- 
sibility, yet they are clearly an integral part of the national system of 
aviation facilities. We cannot afford to neglect this vital phase of 
our ever-changing airport program. 

This legislation is in accord with the sound principle of cooperative 
effort between the Federal Government and local units of government 
for the good of the people generally, and I consider that there is 
economic wisdom in planning to accelerate the work at this time. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. McFall. 

Mr. McFatt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. We have before us this morning the Under Seere- 
tary of Commerce, the Honorable Louis S. Rothschild. 

Mr. Rothschild, we are glad to extend to you a welcome to this com- 
mittee and are glad to have your testimony in regard to this program. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES 
T. PYLE, ADMINISTRATOR, CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRA- 
TION 


Mr. Roruscuiip. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I 
am here, in response to your invitation, to present the views of the 
Department of Commerce on a group of bills which propose to extend 
the Government’s financial] contribution to the construction and devel- 
opment of civil airports owned by our States and localities. Appear- 
ing with me this morning is Mr. James T. Pyle, the Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics. We are opposed to enactment of these bills. 

The Federal Airport Act as originally passed in 1946 provided that 
the Government financial pone ation to airport construction and 
development was to expire by June 30, 1953. As a result of subse- 
quent amendment, the Federal Airport Act is not due to expire until 
June 30, 1959, about a year from now. 

This act as it now stands authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to 
obligate $63 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, as the 
Federal Government’s share of the cost of local civil airport con- 
struction. 

This amount when added to the sums previously authorized to be 
obligated and not yet spent, will result in a total of over $120 million 
still to be spent by the Federal Government as its share of the cost 
of construction of civil airports owned and operated by our States 
and localities. S. 3502 and H. R. 11566 would extend the duration of 
the Federal Airport Act to June 30, 1963. These bills would increase 
the obligational authority for airport aid from $63 million to $175 
million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and would provide 
authority to obligate $100 million for each fiscal year thereafter. 
Thus, the additional amount to be obligated and paid by the Federal 
Government for civil airport construction would come to a total of 
over $500 million by the terms of these bills. 

H. R. 10972, 11091, and 11619, the remaining bills which you are 
considering at this time, would extend the Airport Act to 1963 and 
would authorize the obligation of $63 million a year for an additional 
4 years or a total additional expenditure of $252 million. 

Since the enactment of the Federal Airport Act of 1946, the Gov- 
ernment has spent, allocated, or obligated, about $400 million for the 
development of civil airports. Prior to enactment of this law, the 
Government spent the additional sum of approximately $700 million 
under various programs for the same purpose. 

In addition to these purely civil expenditures, there has been an 
approximately equal amount of expenditure by the military agencies 
upon airport facilities which have been contributed to the civil airport 
system. The Federal Government, therefore, has in years past con- 
tributed over $2 billion to the development of our network of locally 
owned public airports. 

The Federal Government’s financial contribution to the develop- 
ment of our civil aviation has not by any means been limited to air- 
ports. Millions of dollars have been paid in subsidies to assure the 
profitable development of our civil air carriers. 
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These subsidies continue, the greater part now going to the local 
service carriers who provide air service to our smaller communities. 
The greater expenditure by far, however, must go to the necessary 
operation, expansion, and improvement of our air traffic control 
system. 

The urgent needs of this system will require us to spend a total of 
up to approximately $3 billson-—thet is $3 billion, Mr. Chairman, 
during the 5 fiscal years from 1959 through 1963. The compelling 
need for these expenditures does not, I am sure, have to be justified 
to this grou 

In natalie the advisability of supporting or opposing enact- 
ment of the bills which are before you, we have had to come face to 
face with some very hard facts. The necessary expenditures by the 
Federal Government, airports aside, to assure the continued develop- 
ment and increased safety of civil aviation will be tremendous. 

There is no immediate prospect that this sum can or should be re- 
duced. We realize this all too well. We must also realize that the 
Government has other, even more pressing, obligations which must be 
met. With this in mind we have proposed to Congress a program of 
user charges to help pay part of the cost of the air traffic control 
system. 

The airway user charge program is designed to recover only part of 
the cost of operation and maintenance of this system. Even with this 
program we will still have to look to the Federal Government for all 
of the large additional sums which will be required to finance neces- 
sary research and construction to meet the expanding needs of our 
air traffic system. 

The sums which will be needed to finance the costs of constructing 
these navigation aids, paying the personnel to operate and maintain 
them, and paying for the research facilities needed to assure that the 
system will keep up with the growing needs of civil aviation, all this 
will have to be obtained each year from Congress in the course of 
normal appropriation procedure. 

These demands will have to be weighed in the light of then exist- 
ing obligations which the Federal Government will have to meet— 
not just the needs of civil aviation alone—but all of the other urgent 
obligations which this Government has to meet in these perilous 
times. 

The bills which are before you do not leave room for appropria- 
tion discretion whatever be the urgent necessities which may arise. 
We are here considering, in effect, both the authorization and the 
appropriation of funds for civil airport development. 

If the Congress should feel the need to exercise any discretion with 
regard to the sums which ought to be appropriated for civil avia- 
tion in the future, enactment of any of these bills would mean that 
discretion would have to be exercised in other areas. The greatest 
area for appropriation discretion with respect to civil aviation which 
would remain would be in connection with funds which may be needed 
for the air traffic control system. 

The question we face is whether we can and should impose the cost 
of civil airport construction upon the Federal Government as an ex- 
panding and more or less permanent obligation. We believe that 
other answers can be found besides the easy one of asking the Fed- 
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eral Government to add this enlarged cost to its already substantial 
contribution to civil aviation in other ar eas, such as navigation facili- 
ties and air carrier subsidy. 

Even though the Federal Government has made significant con- 
tributions to the cost of civil airport construction in past years and 
will continue to do so for some years in the future under existing 
legislation, our civil airports have been essentially a local respon- 
sibility. 

Our States and communities have been responsible for building, 
maintaining, and operating the airports serving their needs. The 
Federal Government, as you know, owns and operates only one civil 
airport in the continental United States and is now building another 
one to serve our Capital City. 

Airports are, after all, community assets. They attract business 
and make possible increased tax income to the communities they serve. 
Airports are also business enterprises. They serve commercial air 
carriers and business and private flyers. T hese people are expected 
to, and should pay for the services which the airport provides them. 
Space is available to concessionaires who provi ide services required 
by the airport users and also contribute to the cost of operating the 
airport. All of this income and financial benefit accrues directly 
to the localities which our airports serve. 

Air transportation is growing and with it should grow the income 
from airport operations. We are no longer at the stage we were in 
1946 when the Airport Act became law. Airports have come a long 
way toward self-sufficiency. We expect that in the future they will 
continue this advance toward even more substantial economic sta- 
bility. 

More and more communities are finding sources other than Federal 
aid through which to finance economically necessary and desirable 
airport development. More and more the users of airports are ex- 
panding their contribution to such development by lease, construction, 
and other arrangements by which the airport facilities they need are 
built and maintained. We believe this trend should be and will con- 
tinue to be encouraged in the future as civil aviation grows. This 
is the soundest way to assure that airport development will result 
from the stimulus of actual economic need and benefit. 

It is in this way that we will best assure the development of air- 
ports as they are needed, when they are needed, and to the extent 
they are needed. We believe it is time for the Federal Government 
to be able to look to curtailment of its contributions to airport devel- 
opment and improvement, rather than expansion of its spending in 
this area. 

One thing I believe ought to be made clear; if the bills which are 
before you are not enacted at this time, it will not mean the end of 
Federal airport aid. We still have available for obligation and ex- 
penditure, under the Federal Airport Act, a total sum in excess of 
$120 million. This amount may not seem adequate to many who 
would like to see even greater participation by the Federal Govern- 
ment in local airport development projects. We would hesitate to 
consider $120 million to be an inconsequential sum of money even 
in these times. 

There is less reason than ever for enacting any of these bills at this 
time. When we testified before the Senate our fiscal situation was 
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serious but there was still some reason to hope for the possibility of 
a balanced budget. 

Conditions have changed radically since that time. We now face 
the prospect of a substantial Federal deficit. Our troops have landed 
in the Middle East. This Government faces the urgent necessity of 
meeting obligations which go to the very survival of our Nation and 
the free world. We cannot reasonably forecast the cost of meeting 
the obligations for our Nation’s defense beyond the certainty that they 
will be substantial. Under these cireumstances we seriously doubt 
the wisdom of imposing upon the Federal budget the considerable 
additional spending which these bills would require. 

Section 6 of S. 3502 would also amend section 2 (a), paragraph (3), 
of the Federal Airport Act to include within the meaning of the 
term “airport development,” periodic seal coating of flexible airport 
pavements and the filling of joints in rigid airport pavements. ‘The 
proposal would, in effect, make such work eligible for Federal airport 
aid. 

Under the act as originally written and in its present form, there 
may be included in projects under grant agreements only such work 
on airports as constitutes constr uction, impr rovement, or repair, as dis- 
tinguished from maintenance. Further, section II of the act, by pro- 
viding that, as a condition precedent to ‘his approval of a project, the 
Secretary of Commerce shall receive assurances that the airport and 
all facilities thereon or connected therewith will be suitably main- 
tained, indicates an intent that the grants be conditioned on the spon- 
sor’s assuming the responsibility for all maintenance costs. 

The established policy of the Department set forth in the Regula- 
tions of the Administrator governing the Federal airport program is 
that, except in certain limited instances, seal coating and filling of 
joints, although highly desirable, do not constitute airport improve- 
ment, development, or repair, but are maintenance work. 

Consequently, since in accepting Federal funds, the sponsor in his 
grant agreement undertook the sole responsibility for performance 
of maintenanc e, it is the position of the Department that seal coating 
and refilling of joints, because it is ordinarily maintenance, is not 
eligible for Federal aid. 

In the early stages of the airport program there was a period during 
which resealing and filling of joints were treated in divergent ways. 
This was due to the fact that we had no specific criteria by which to 
classify such work as maintenance, on the one hand, or replacement, 
repair, and improvement, on the other. 

Subsequently, an engineer ing review of the matter was conducted 
and definitive standards were issued which prescribed the type of 
seal coating and filling of joints which is maintenance and that which 
can be considered replacement, repair, or improvement. 

A regulation setting forth these criteria was developed. However, 
prior to issuance of the regulation, it was forwarded to the Comp- 
troller General of the United States for his opinion. By his reply 
dated April 26, 1956, we were advised that the “approv als of grants- 
in-aid in cases covered by the proposed regulation would appear to be 
proper and consistent with the controlling intent of Congress.” 

We are satisfied that our present standards correctly describe the 
difference between that kind of resealing and filling of joints is prop- 
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erly normal maintenance, and that which is actual airport improve- 
ment. A copy of our regulation on the subject is attached to this state- 
ment. 

In view of the foregoing, itis our belief that the enactment of this 
provision of S. 3502 would be directly contrary to the general prin- 
ciples thus far followed by the Congress and this Department in dis- 
tinguishing between airport development, the cost of which is eligible 
for Federal participation, and normal maintenance and operation 
costs, which are not eligible for Federal aid. 

Further, we should point out that if resealing and refilling of joints 
should by congressional action be defined as airport development, we 
would be placed in a difficult position to object to future proposals to 
make other normal maintenance items equally eligible for Federal 
aid. 

Such a deviation in our opinion would create a dangerous prec- 
edent in that it would mean that the Federal Government for the first 
time would be subsidizing a part of the actual operational cost of 
airports, thus opening up an entirely new area of Federal participa- 
tion through grant-in-aid. 

We, therefore, believe that enactment of this provision of S. 3502 
would be unwise. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises us that enactment of any of 
these bills would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Mr. Pyle and I would be happy to try to answer any questions you 
may have regarding these bills. 

(The amendments referred to are as follows:) 


CIvIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
REGULATIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 


Amendment 25 to Part 550—Federal Aid to Public Agencies for Development 
of Public Airports 


Amdt. 25, Effective July 10,1956 (21 Federal Register 5088) 


Section 550.4 (a) (9) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

§ 550.4 Project costs—(a) Eligibility. * * * 

(9) The cost of resealing bituminous pavements and joints in rigid pavements 
when such work is normal maintenance as distinguished from reconstruction, 
repair or replacement; Provided, That this shall not exclude the cost of (i) 
bituminous resurfacing of pavements where such resurfacing consists of a 
minimum of 100 Ibs. of plant-mixed material per square yard, (ii) the appli- 
cation of a bituminous surface treatment (application of bituminous material 
and cover aggregate per CAA Specification P-609) on a pavement, the existing 
surface of which consists of such a bituminous surface treatment, or (iii) the 
resealing of a runway that has been substantially extended or partially recon- 
structed, where such resealing is necessary to achieve uniform color and 
appearance of the entire runway. 


(Sees. 1-15, 60 Stat. 170-178, as amended; 49 U. S. C. 1101-1114) 


This amendment shall become effective upon publication in the Federal 
Register. 


The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Roberts, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Rothschild, I am ready to go along with your 
statement that there has been rather a change in our situation in that, 
undoubtedly, we will have to look at the fiscal situation, but I 
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wondered about this in your statement when you say that the obtain- 
ing of funds for various safety programs would be necessary for ad- 
ditional research and for putting into effect the Federal Aviation 
Agency. 

If that bill passes, [ suppose that you have that in mind, too. But 
I cannot quite follow that we will achieve that safety if we refuse to 
improve our airports siting as we are on the brink of commercial jet 
transportation. 

Mr. Roruscutp. I am glad you asked that question. We have not 
intended to convey at any time, nor do we now, any impression that 
the airports are an unimportant part of this whole complex. They 
are a very important part and no one recognizes that more than we 
do. It is a question of where Federal money shall be applied. We 
believe and we so stated on previous occasions, that the Federal re- 
sponsibility should be confined to the furnishing of the facilities which 
are furnished for the Federal Airway and that the terminals, the 
airports are a matter of local financial responsibility. We expect to 
furnish and do furnish all sorts of technical aid to anyone wishing 
to build an airport so that it can be built according to the highest 
standards and become a part and parcel of the whole system. We 
expect to continue that. 

Mr. Roserts. Do you not feel that the Federal Government has a 
responsibility for the safety of passengers and air traffic? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. It does to the extent that it should and does issue 
regulations for their proper handling. 

Mr. Roserts. Do we have an airport that can handle commercial 
jets in this country at the present time? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes. 

Mr. Roserts. What are some of the airports that can do so at the 
present time? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The answer to this question, Mr. Roberts, de- 
pends upon several things. It depends upon the size of the jets, how 
heavily they are loaded and upon atmospheric conditions. We will 
be very happy to furnish a list of those airports to the committee 
which are usable by jets under certain conditions. 

Mr. Roserts. Do we have any commercial jets, either on overseas 
lines or on the domestic airlines in operation at the present time? 

Mr. Roruscutp. No, sir. 

Mr. Roserts. Do we have any military jets that are using com- 
mercial airports at the present time in this country ? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. We do not have any military jets which are 
using solely commercial airports. There are many airports in the 
country which are used jointly by military and civil operations. 

Mr. Roserts. How much additional runway length do you estimate 
may be or would be necessary—maybe Mr. Pyle can answer this ques- 
tion, to handle DC-7 ora similar plane, the jet type 4 

Mr. Roruscutip. This depends again Mr. Roberts, on atmospheric 
conditions, height above sea level, type of jets that would be using the 
airports. We have all of this ina list and we will be happy to make 
it a part of this record if you so desire. p 

Mr. Roserts. I would like to ask unanimous consent that the Sec- 
retary furnish that for the record. That is all I have. 

The Cuamman. You may furnish that for the record. 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 


List oF AIRPORTS FOR CIvit JET SERVICE 


Under the conditions that the turbine jet aircraft will operate initially, air- 
ports serving Boston, New York, Baltimore, Miami, Seattle, Los Angeles, and 
San Francisco should be able to handle the turbine jet aircraft used in trans- 
oceanic service. A study of the routes over which the first turbine jet aircraft 
will be flying in domestic service indicates that many of the high density air- 
ports, in addition to those named, will have runways of sufficient length. These 
include airports located at Atlanta, Chicago (O’Hare), Dallas, Detroit (Metro- 
politan), Minneapolis, New Orleans, St. Lonis, and Tulsa. 

In making this statement, it must be emphasized that this is predicated upon 
the general route patterns which will be flown initially and the temperatures 
that our experience indicates will be encountered at these locations. 

The foregoing is also based on the performance of the airplanes coming out 
as estimated by the manufacturers; however, here are some of the things that 
may affect this: 

(a) The performance rules themselves have been undergoing changes and 
there are some aspects yet to be resolved. 

(ob) The final takeoff and landing weights for the airplanes have not been 
set. 

(c) We have not completed testing of the airplanes so that final, exact run- 
way lengths have not been established. 


However, we do not expect any big changes from the basic statement just made. 


AIRPORTS FOR JET SERVICE, FISCAL YEAR 1959 


Terminals Alternates 

Chicago Baltimore 

Dallas/Fort Worth Boston 

Detroit Las Vegas 

Los Angeles Long Beach 

New York Milwaukee 

San Francisco Oklahoma City 
Philadelphia 


Sacramento 


AIRPORTS FOR JET SERVICE, FISCAL YEAR 1960 





Terminals 
Atlanta Hartford Pittsburgh 
Birmingham Houston Portland 
Boston Kansas City, Mo. San Antonia 
Charlotte Memphis Seattle 
Cincinnati Miami St. Louis 
Cleveland New Orleans Tampa 
Denver Philadelphia 

Alternates 
Albany Dayton Omaha 
Albuquerque Evansville Phoenix 
Amarillo Fresno Pueblo 
Boise Indianapolis Salt Lake City 
Brownsville Jacksonville San Diego 
Buffalo Lincoln Spokane 
Cheyenne Louisville Tucson 
Colorado Springs Minneapolis Tulsa 
Columbus Nashville West Palm Beach 
Corpus Christi Oakland 
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AIRPORTS FOR JET SERVICE, FISCAL YEAR 1961 


Terminals 
Columbus Jacksonville Phoenix 
Indianapolis Knoxville Shreveport 
Jackson, Miss. Minneapolis 

Alternates 


Orlando 


Estimates of immediate needs for airports to receive jet service in fiscal year 1959 


TERMINAL AIRPORTS 


protection, 
clear zones, 


| | 
Additional 
|} runways to 


Approach 
Runway 
extensions 


increase 


Taxiways: 
Widen, 
strengthen, 








and ob- and airport and expedite 

struction strengthening} capacity movement 

removal 
Chicago, Il ihe ot = $150, 000 | $34, 350 | $1, 143, 925 | $1, 425, 000 $2, 753, 275 
Dallas-Fort Worth, Tex a+ 575, 000 300, 000 0 | 363, 000 | 1, 238, 000 
DPOGTE, ASCE ogcs oemeeacce de 141, 000 | 271, 250 | 0} 900, 750 1, 313, 000 
Los Angeles, Calif{............-. 2, 000, 000 | 70, 000 0 | 14, 020, 000 16, 090, 000 
9 5 Ba, 58, 000 488, 000 0 | $27, 000 | 1, 373, 000 
San Francisco, Calif............. 0 | 40, 000 | 0 | 90, 000 130, 000 

CC a ee ae ee ee Pe er ee ae Se ewe Lindt Gia tienthe 22, 897, 27 
ALTERNATE AIRPORTS 
| | : s 
Baltimore, Md__....... a ee $46, 000 $393, 000 | 0 $666, 000 | $1, 105, 000 
Boston, Mass Rane aaae 65, 000 | 79, 000 | 0 133, 000 | 277, 000 
Las Vegas, Nev. (complete new | 
terminal aréa; no cost esti- | | 
mates available). | 

Long Beach, Calif. .............. 0 0 | 0 | 900, 000 900, 000 
Milwaukee, Wis__............-- 50, 000 0 0 118, 000 | 168, 000 
Oklahoma City, Okla. -.........- 229, 000 0 0 495, 000 724, 000 
Philadelphia, Pa__....-- a 94, 800 802, 400 0 1, 360, 500 2, 257, 700 
Sacramento, Calif 50, 000 50, 000 | 0 37, 500 | 


137, 500 


Total aekguane a 


5, 569, 208 
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Estimates of immediate needs for airports to receive jet service in fiscal year 1960 
TERMINAL AIRPORTS 





Location 


i 
Birmingham, Ala__._._-_.._--- 
Boston, Mass, (See p. 17.) 

a: 
Cincinnati, Ohio-..........-.--- 
Cleveland, Ohio..............--- 
| re eee 
Hartford, Conn 


Houston, Tex__-.__.__- Saati 


New terminal area__...._..-- 
Memphis, Tenn 
3, a ee 
ee ee eee 
Philadelphia, Pa. (See p. 17.) 
Pittsburgh, Pa 
a cet 
San Antonio, Tex 
Seattle, Wash 
St. Louis, Mo 
Tampa, Fla 


Total 


Approach 

| protection, 

| clear zones, 
and ob- 
struction 
removal 


$1, 900, 000 
1, 450, 000 


27, 500 
174, 000 


449, 000 | 


40, 000 


| 





| strengthening) 


| 
 ahtceanitegiganiineiaiiaalsakiaa ened 


Runway 
extensions 
and 





Additional 
runways to 
increase 
airport 
capacity 


$4, 000, 000 
0 
412, 500 | 

0 


7,000, 000 | 
0 


0 
800, 000 | 


= 





ALTERNATE AIRPORTS 





a inte ceecal 
Albuquerque, N. Mex. (com- 


plete new airport; no cost esti- | 


mates available). 
Amarillo, Tex 
| 
Brownsville, Tex. (no estimates 

available). 
ihe FR ce 
Cheyenne, Wyo........-.--.-- : 
OSES EEE 
Corpus Christi, Tex 
DI i tices acitsisnceneseniocacanens 
Evansville, Ind 
Fresno, Calif. ......... 
Indianapolis, Ind 
Jacksonville, Fla. 
Lincoln, Nebr. 

avaliable). 


(See p. 19.) 


(no 


RI ce eaieecosods 


Minneapolis, Minn__----------- 
es en ewe 
ee 
Omaha, Nebr----- nee aia 
Phoenix, Ariz. (See p. 19.) 
Pueblo, Colo--- neo 
Salt Lake City, Utah__- 


San Diego, Calif. (complete new | 
estimates 


airport; no cost 

avialable). 
SS aaa 
CE eee 
Tulsa, Okla__-_ ; , 
West Palm Beach, Fla------- 


scant 





| $332, 000 
| 


400, 000 | 


| 
} 


| 


50, 000 


75, 000 
500, 000 
575, 000 
145, 000 

0 


estimates | 


| 48, 000 


-| 0 


360, 000 
0 
0 


0 
20, 000 


0 

0 
267, 285 
360, 000 


} 


890, 000 | 
0 


125, 000 | 


$341, 000 | 
| 


| 
1, 112, 000 | 
ers 


913, 000 | 
0 


637, 000 | 
218, 750 
590, 000 | 
0 | 
120, 000 
0 | 


| 

409, 000 | 

0 | 

100, 000 | 
0 

0 | 


0 
170, 000 


0 

0 | 

0 | 
2, 130, 000 


0 
$635, 000 
0 


0 
0 


}ococec 


Taxiways: 
Widen, 
strengthen, 
and expedite 
movement 


$550, 000 
690, 000 


124, 800 


475, 000 | 
466, 000 
1, 079, 500 


1, 867, 000 | 
280, 000 
227, 500 
500, 000 


Total 


$7, 350, 000 
2, 508, 000 


721, 300 
974, 000 
1, 691, VOU 
7, 490, 000 
804, 000 
1, 833, 000 
1, 043, 000 
3, 505, 500 
2, 950, 000 
621, 000 
2, 079, 600 


3, 097, 000 
680, 000 
664, 500 
500, 000 


| 
$578, 000 | 


240, 000 


1, 548, 000 
140, 
1, 080, 
486, 
1,001, 
118, 
280, 
118, 


1, 000, 500 | 


000 
000 | 
250 

000 
000 | 
000 | 
000 


694, 
143, 000 
390, 000 
1, 000, 000 
118, 000 


000 


250, 000 
510, 000 


1, 000, 009 
1, 320, 000 | 

715, 000 | 
1, 676, 000 | 


42, 274, 300 


$1, 251, 000 


2, 612, 600 
450, 000 


3, 351, 000 
140, 000 
1, 792, 000 
1, 205, 000 
2, 166, 000 
263, v00 
400, 000 
243, 000 


1, 151, 000 
143, 000 
850, 000 

1, 635, 000 
115, 000 


250, 000 
700, 000 


1, 000, OU 
1, $20, 000 

982, 285 
4, 166, 900 
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Estimates of immediate needs for airports to receive jet service in fiscal year 1961 
TERMINAL AIRPORTS 

















Approach | Additional Taxiways: ber 
protection, Runway runways to Widen, 
Location clear zones, extensions increase strengthen, | Total 

and ob- and airport and expedite j 

struction strengthening} capacity movement 

| removal 4 

ieticomneate Sate peeniaielianinesnti ete |— Sessa 

Columbus, Ohio. (See p. 18.) 

Indianapolis, Ind. (See p. 18.) | | | 
Jackson, Miss-_-.-.-- ; j $40, 000 $900, 000 | 0 | $980, 000 $1, 920, 000 
Jacksonville, Fla_--- 421,750 | 2, 109, 500 | 0} 1,895, 000 4, 426, 25 
Knoxville, Tenn... 77, 500 | 295, 000 0 300, 000 | 672, 000 

Minneapolis, Minn. (See p. 18.) | 
Phoenix, Ariz. __-- 210, 000 | 60, 000 | 0 130, 000 400, 000 
Shreveport, La____- 100, 000 | | 850, 600 | 0 | 600, 800 | 1, 551, 400 
Total_. 8, 970, 150 

ALTERNATE AIRPORTS 
‘on Area 5 vs ies “he Sa ames. iy] tarsal : at 
Orlando, Fla-.._-- $180, 000 $100, 000 | 0 | $158, 000 4438, 000 
Total_. 3% }---- j 438, 000 
' 





Summary of estimates of immediate needs for airports to receive jet service in fiscal 
year 1961 





! | 
Approach Runway Additional | Taxiways: 
protection, extensions | runways to | Widen, 
clear zones, | and | inerease | strengthen, Total 
and obstruc- | strengthening} airport and expedite | 


tion removal | | capacity movement 
a ce nclls ead ae = 


$11, 522, 500 | 


MOONS 3-55. paken ed -| $2,970,800 | $6, 796, 400 0 | $21, 289, 700 
Region 2. _- -| 9, 559,035 | 11,121,350 | $7,612,500 | 14,074,850 | 42, 367, 735 
Region 3 !___-.-_-._- | 1, 336, 000 | 305,600 | 1, 943, 925 3, 175, 750 | 6, 761, 275 
Region 4-- aduhe 2, 370, 000 | 670, 000 | 8, 035, 000 21, 147, 500 | 32, 222, 500 

16, 235,835 | 18,893,350 | 17,501,425 | 49,920,600 | 102, 641, 210 


Total 


i Plus new terminal area at Kansas City, Mo. 


Fiscal year: 
1959 (6 calendar months) _~ 
1960 (12 calendar months) _- 
1961 (6 calendar months) 


Total __ 


1 3, 505, 500 


106, 236, 710 


$28, 465, 475 


66, 363, O85 
, 408, 150 


106. 236, 710 


The Cuarman. One jet plane was operating in and out of Friend- 


ship Baltimore for 2 or 3 days, some time ago. 
heavily loaded at any time in its operation ? 

Mr. Roruscurip. I was a passenger; so was Mr. Pyle on one flight. 
And I can give you the specifics on that flight if you would like. 
We took off at Oklahoma City with a weight of 200,000 pounds; 
aaa up 5,100 feet of runw ay; janded at Baltimore with a seight of 

2,000 pounds; and used up 2,800 feet of runway on the landing. 

“The Cesmntiss But more heav ily loaded it would require more 

runway than that or would you feel that to be sufficient ? 


I assume it was not 








~ e e e 


20 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 


Mr. Pytr. Mr. Chairman, the gross weight of the airplane fully 
loaded is 247,500 pounds. It would use more runw ay. And again, 
as Mr. Rothschild points out, it would be a factor of both elevation of 
=e airport and the temperature of the day in which the operation 

yas conducted. 

Mr. Rornuscurip. The hotter the air the less lift it has. 

The CuHatrman. Under maximum conditions what would be nec- 
essary ? 

Mr. Pyxx. I would prefer to furnish that for the record, if I could. 

The CuarrmMan. Very well, you may do so. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


CONTEMPLATED RUNWAY LENGTHS REQUIRED FOR CivIL JET AIRCRAFT 


Based on available data, indications are that the runway length for civil jet 
operations at maximum gross weight and range for takeoff is 10,500 feet for 
sea-level elevation and no gradient. It is not realistic to require runway 
lengths at all airports for the above-stated maximums. It will be necessary to 
examine runway length requirements at any specific location in terms of type 
of aircraft, route structure, and operational factors. In consideration of the 
above, length of runway at airports may be dictated by the landing require- 
ments. For landing requirements, a basic length of approximately 7,300 feet 
(without brakes and reverse thrust) will suffice. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Wolverton, any questions ? 

Mr. Wotverton. The witness has emphasized, Mr. Chairman, the 
vast Federal expenditures that have been made and that are expected 
to be made in the years just ahead of us. [ was wondering if at any 
time there has been any breakdown setting forth in detail the amount 
that has been expended, being expended, or will be expended and the 
purposes for which they have been used by the Federal Government in 
the development of the aviation industry. 

Mr. Roruscuip. We have prepared and the committee has been 
furnished copies of the Federal airways plan and that contains much 
of the information which you have requested. 

One of the unknowns in any estimate of the future is how fast will 
technology be able to come up with the kind of desirable equipment 
which we know we need but which has not vet been invented. The 
Airways Modernization Board, of which Iam a member, has that as its 
function and I am happy to say is making considerable progress but 
it is after all a research organization and there is much developmental 
work to be done after the work of the Airways Modernization Board, 
that is, after it takes place. 

I believe any estimate for the future would have to be pretty much 
of a guess because we just don’t know what we are talking about yet, 
nor how much of them will be needed, nor what each one will cost. 

Mr. Wotverron. You mentioned, I think, in your prepared sunte- 
ment an overall figure of $2 billion for the period of 1959 to 1963 

Mr. Roruscitm. I think it is $3 billion. 

Mr. Worverton. That was in your statement. 

Mr. Roruscuirp. It is $3 billion. 

Mr. Wotverton. That is the reason I asked if such detailed infor- 
mation is available between what should be a Federal participation 
and what should be an obligation locally. It was in that connection 
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that I asked the question. I am interested to know just what amounts 
each year are necessary and for what the Federal Government has 
assumed the obligation to carry on. Is there any breakdown of that? 

Mr. Roruscutp. There is a breakdown. 

Mr. Wotverton. For instance, take the airport here in Washington, 
what services are rendered by the Federal Government that is helpful 
in the operation of our aviation system and the financial burden is 

carried by the Federal Gov ernment and not loc: ally or by the indi- 
vidual airlines? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. From memory I can give you this, Mr. Wolver- 
ton, in fiscal year 1959 the total expenditures of the CAL A, and this 
does not include many other Federal expenditures, will be in the 
neighborhood of half a billion dollars for this single fiscal year of 
which about $175 million will be for installation of new equipment. 
This all goes to make up the Federal airways system, that is the sys- 
roo of navigational aids and communication devices by which all air 

‘aflic, both civil and military, is controlled. 

Me Wow ERTON. It is in that connection that I was asking whether 
the information is available that would show the breakdown of how 
that half billion dollars that you have just referred to will be spent, 
for what purposes, and how much for each. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We would be very happy to furnish that to you, 
sir. 

Mr. Wotverton. That would, also, help in determining what the 
present policy of the Federal Government is with respect to Federal 
participation based on Federal obligation and what would be the 
local obligation. In other words, it would help to understand, I 
think, in a very understandable way the breakdown between Federal 
and local participation. 

Mr. Rornscuip. Suppose we furnish you with a list of our actual 
and proposed expenditures for the next few years in the CAA, and 
the same thing for Airways Modernization Board. 

Mr. Wotverron. That ‘vould be based on present policy rather than 
upon new legislation such as we have before us today, would it not? 

Mr. Rorusc HILD. Yes, sir, and I think we can give you an order of 
magnitude figure on the amount of money which ‘ight be needed for 
airport construction over the next several years, too. 

Mr. Worverton. That would all be very helpful. Year after year 
we sit here—we obtain information on a yearly basis, and, another 
year there may be something cut off or something additional needed, 
the result is that the pic ture becomes a bit blurred as to what is and 
what is not being done by the Federal Government at the present 
time. 

In my opinion there is more being done than a good many realize 
and I think it is helpful to understand the way in which the Federal 
Government is helpmg now particularly when you consider some- 
thing additional such as is before us in this legislation. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We will be happy to furnish that. 

The Cuatrman. Do I understand what you are going to furnish is 
the estimate of the expenditures on the projected programs that you 
would like to see developed in this jet age ? 
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Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir; in addition an order of magnitude figure 
which would require the requirements of the municipally and State- 


owned airports throughout the country. 


The Cuarrman. Which would cover the total requirements regard- 
less of whether it was federally supported or locally supported ¢ 


Mr. Roruscuip. That is correct. 
(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Breakdown of Civil Aeronautics Administration budget for fiscal year 1959 


TRIG ee eee a i a Le 
Funds will be use for operating and maintaining the Fed- 
eral airway system; inspecting and certificating aircraft, air- 
men, operators of aircraft, and air agencies; and administer- 

ing the grants-in-aid for airports program. 
Establishment of air navigation facilities__....._....._.____-______ 

This is a program for improving the Federal airway system 
by the construction and installation of new air navigation 
aids and the modernization of existing facilities. 

Grants are made to local sponsors for construction at air- 
ports which are part of a national system capable of meeting 
the needs of civil aviation and nontechnical military opera- 
tions. The program involves State participation with match- 
ing funds provided by local sponsors. 

Operation and maintenance, Washington National Airport. ___~~ 

This appropriation finances the operation and maintenance 
of Washington National Airport. 

Operation and maintenance of public airports, Territory of 
TU en acacia tambien ts Dephhiasapantins soot qeeiaicer ties 

This appropriation finances the operation and maintenance 

of terminal airports at Anchorage and Fairbanks. 
Construction and development, additional Washington airport. -_ 

These funds are for the construction and development of an 
additional airport in the vicinity of the District of Columbia, 
as authorized by the act of Sept. 7, 1950. 


Total 


1 Includes pending supplemental appropriation bill and pay increase costs. 
2Inelnded in pending supplemental appropriation bill. 


* $259, 450, 000 


175, 000, 000 


63, 000, 000 


2, 400, 000 


1, 050, 000 


* 50, 000, 000 


550, 900, 000 





State summary of sponsors’ requests for Federal aid, fiscal year 


Alabama. 
Arizona 
Arkansas _. 
California 
Colorado. 
Connecticut -. 
Delaware 


District of Columbia. 


Florida. 
Ceorgia. 

Idaho 

Mlinois 
Indiana- 

lowa. 
Kansas__. 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi. 
Missouri. 
Montana_. 
Nebraska. - 
Nevada 

New Hampshire... 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York " 
North Carolina. - 
North Dakota 
Ohio : 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
rennessee....-. 
Texas. 


Utab--._.- re 


Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia. 
Wisconsin 

W yoming 


United States total 


A laska__- 
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 


Territorial total 


Grand total 
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FEDERAL-AID ATRPORT PROGRAM 


| Federal funds’ Federal funds) Amount of 














State | requested, allocated, unallocated 
| fiscal year fiscal year fiscal year 
| 1959 1959 1959 
requests 
' 
$6, 677, 118 $1, 177, 136 $5, 499, 982 
3, 061, 323 1, 127, 453 1, 933, 870 
323, 253, 317 70, 000 
6, 178, 388 12, 725, 300 
623, 884 5, 031, 584 
f 408, 000 1, 288, 615 
| 100, 900 100, 000 0 
| 0 0 0} 
10, 618, 770 2, 543, 700 8, 075, 070 | 
4, 560, 550 1, 285, 650 3, 274, 900 | 
200, 962 | 178, 678 22, 284 | 
7, 841, 790 3, 586, 465 4, 255, 325 | 
3, 886, 188 966, 113 2) 920, 075 | 
189, 100 160, 500 28, 600 | 
160, 594 137, 494 23, 100 | 
2, 908, 350 1, 290, 220 1, 618, 130 
j l, 3, 466, 665 
81, 085 
, | 2, 708, 762 
1, 710, 357 3, 022, 108 
2, 55), 500 2, 461, 500 | 
1, 898, 100 1, 173, 400 | 
744, 750 2, 340, 900 | 
1, 708, 300 1, 615, 800 | 
206, 214 70, 773 | 
600, 000 1, 152, 500 | 
677, 375 176, 875 | 
J ddbentesel | 164, 560 371, 400 | 
3 938, 000 1, 832, 000 | 
eset 1, 086, 545 | 599, 008 | 
J t, 240, 120 20,094, 512 
994, 433 | 1, 330, 920 
. ‘ 125, 140 | 7, 500 
2, 865, 550 4, 809, 062 | 
so é 1, 813, 5 8, 439, 495 
L, 846, 156 | 
K 9, 339, 179 
u < 5 150, 000 100, 000 
173, 500 385, 300 | 


19, 723 


28, 900 





at da 1, 516, 000 4, 487, 648 

3, 573, 468 3, 478, 090 | 

wae: ‘ 577, 912 | 416, 070 | 
150, 000 8, 875 | 

Re oe 959, 900 630, 450 | 

dindatia oe 3, 862, 970 #41, 682 3, 221, 288 | 

pts 1, 188, 834 567, 000 | 621, 834 | 

2, 460, 000 1, 645, 600 814, 400 | 

' 


246, 626 77, 629 


168, 997 
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1959 


Federal funds 
requested for 
fiscal years 
after 1959 


$150, 194 
6, 710 

0 

488, 713 
6, 116, 565 
o 

0 

0 

6, 313, 250 
8, 660, 000 
0 

0 

762, 250 

0 

u 

, 000 
, 050 
10, 000 

5, 000, 000 
6, 766, 379 
900, 500 

0 

51, 000 

0 

58, 112 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25, 000 
30, 500 
65, 000 

2, 489, 645 
18, 250 
24, 116 
106, 235 

0 

0 

0 

22, 250 

1, 280, 469 
504, 250 
75, 500 
112, 250 
25, 875 
507, 688 





.---| 187,093, 054 60, 116,135 | 126, 976, 919 | 41, 270, 751 

<astiees 1, 350, 000 1, 350, 000 | 0 0 

in Tae 2, 875, 000 750, 000 2, 125, 000 0 

‘ ee. 950, 000 950, 000 | 0) 0 
~panaceteaap aera 0 0 |} 0 | 0 
dneihciteendele 5, 175, 000 3, 050, 000 | 2, 125, 000 | 0 


192, 268,054 , 63,166,135 | 129, 101, 919 | 


41, 270, 751 
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Grant agreements issued during fiscal year 1958 and estimated grant agreements, 
fiscal year 1959 
Fiscal year 1958: 


a Re NI i crsccsencennnishstn nani ee piislnice itainscaiabcniiaaiie $6, 403, 252 
OU I Nn mien antimairesmrentin 63, 904, 343 

Pe neG nernnnntR os sere Let tee ccncne 70, 307, 595 
Fiscal year 1959 (estimated) : 1956-59 contract authority_________ _ 73, 000, 000 
Total estimated grant agreements_______--__--_------------ “78, 000 000 


aoe 1947-58 cash appropriations expired for obligating purposes on June 30, 
958. 


The Cnarmman. Mr. Flynt? 

Mr. Fryntr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; Mr. Rothschild, I am 
sorry that I was detained and unable to be here for the presentation 
of your statement. I understand from a rather rapid glance at your 
statement that the position of the Department of Commerce is one 
of opposition to the measures to extend the Federal Airport Improve- 
ment Act. 

Mr. Roruscuip. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fiynt. Is your reason for such opposition—and I am sure it 
must be set out but I want to emphasize it for the record as well as 
to clear it for me—is your reason for it that there are other purposes 
that should have a higher priority for funds or do you believe that 
the airport situation in the country as a whole has reached the point 
where it needs no further Federal funds for improvement? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. We recognize, Mr. Flynt, that the airports are 
an integral and important part of the whole airway system. There 
are 2 or 3 reasons for our opposition. 

One is that we know we are facing in the furnishing of naviga- 
tional equipment and communication equipment tremendous expendi- 
tures over the next many years. We think, know, that has a higher 
priority, higher Federal priority, than expenditures for airports. 

Beyond that, airports are becoming a pretty good investment for 
communities. They not only in some places are approaching self- 
sufficiency but in some place are self-sufficient. They create a very 
large, substantial, and desirable addition to any community. They 
furnish employment for many people. They bring industries into the 
community and they are a factor in contributing to the growth of 
any community so much so that no community today of any size 
would want to be without an adequate airport. 

Does that answer your question, sir? 

Mr. Fuiynt. I think it does. 

Another question I would like to ask is this: To what extent does 
your present position of the Department of Commerce vary from that 
expressed in 1950 when this act was first passed ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I don’t think it does vary. 

Mr. Fiynvt. The position of the Department then was the same as 
it is now? 

Mr. Roruscum. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fiynt. Do you recognize or do you feel that it is not correct 
to say that the airport improvements which have been made under 
the Airport Improvements Act of 1955 have been desirable from the 
standpoint of the overall air navigation and airport facilities situation 
throughout the country ? 
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Mr. Roruscuip. They have been eminently desirable. ‘There is 
no doubt of that, Mr. Flynt. 

Mr. Friynvt. That is all. Thank you. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Hale. 

Mr. Hate. Mr. Secretary, there will be commercial jets in operation 
during the current year, won’t there? : 

Mr. Roruscuitp. During the current calendar year; yes, sir. 

Mr. Harr. How extensively ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Not very extensively; just a few of them. The 
first ones will go into service in the transatlantic trade. 

Mr. Hare. That will be fairly soon ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I think the date now is October or November. 

Mr. Hate. And domestically, when ? 

Mr. RornscuiLp. Sometime next year. 

Mr. Hae. Nothing this year? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. No, sir. 

Mr. Hate. The Army requires about 11,000-foot runways for jets; 
commercial jets take as much room, don’t they ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuup. There are many kinds of jets, Mr. Hale. Some of 
them require more runway than others. And we are going to fur- 
nish to the committee that information. 

Mr. Hate. A big jet takes more runway than a little one, obviously ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. There isa relationship. 

Mr. Harr. Any jet takes more than a prop-type plane? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. There will not be any Aitile jets in my under- 
standing of the type flown by commercial airlines because the little 
jets as I understand them are the single-engine type. 

Mr. Hae. I am speaking of the military jets. Of course, there are 
some small] jets, but the Air Force gives them a lot of room. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. They are not quite designed the same as com- 
mercial jets, either, Mr. Hale. They have a different purpose. 

Mr. Hare. Of course. 

That is all. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Loser? 

Mr. Loser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; I have no questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Springer. 

Mr. Sprincer. I would like to ask at this time is it the thinking 
of your Department that we are in approximately the same period 
that railroads were some several years ago when it was felt that they 
should be on their own without too much Government help other than 
subsidy ? 

Mr. Roruscutp. I am not sure of the time, Mr. Springer, but in the 
history of this country it has been customary for the Government to 
lend assistance to many kinds of new industries. And part of our 
thinking surely is based on the fact that the air industry has come 
of age. 

Mr. Sprrncer. Parallel with that would be the thinking that a 
large portion of the cost which has been borne by the Federal Gov- 
ernment should now be borne either by the industry or by local com- 
munities or a combination of both; is that correct? 

Mr. Roruscuirtp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. Between now and 1963, vou say “we expect to spend,” 
the Federal Government, “approximately $3 billion”? 

Mr. Rornscuip. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Sprincer. Will that be for construction aids, safey, and all of 
the others that go with it? 

Mr. Roruscup. It will be for the construction and maintenance 
and operation of the navigational aids and the communication 
system. 

Mr. Sprincer. Will that include subsidy ¢ 

Mr. Roruscump. No, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. How much in addition to that $3 billion will subsidy 
be in that period of time? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is from memory only, sir. I believe that the 
subsidy bill is now running somewhere between $40 and $50 million 
a year. 

Mr. Sprincer. To the extent of 200 and 300 million on top for that 
subsidy ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Springer. Will there be any other expenditure by the Federal 
Government other than those two? 

Mr. Rornscutmp. Yes, sir; there will be whatever expenditures the 
Airways Modernization Board undertakes will be in addition to 
those. The $3 billion figure is the estimate for the CAA, for those 
years. 

Mr. Springer. Would you or could you at this time make a reason- 
able estimate of what you expect that to be? 

Mr. Roruscump. A horseback guess of $400 million or $500 million. 

Mr. Sprineer. Will there be any other costs in addition to that‘ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. You understand, of course, that these are all 
civil costs. This figure includes no costs for military operations. 

Mr. Sprineer. I understand that. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. There is some sharing of facilities between the 
military and civil and how much of the military expenditures could 
be applied to a civil benefit I would have no idea. 

Mr. Sprincer. Would that be an additional cost over and above the 
$3 billion that you have mentioned ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. Yes; I think it would be. 

Mr. Springer. Could you make a horseback estimate of that cost ? 

Mr. Roruscutip. No, sir; I have no familiarity with those figures 
at all. 

Mr. Sprincer. Mr. Pyle, do you have any suggestion on that line ? 

Mr. Pyix. Iam afraid not. It would be such a guess, Mr. Springer. 
it would not be helpful. About the only costs that do get involved 
are Air National Guard expenditures at civil airports to extend run- 
ways. This is about the nature of it. Or to put in hangars on jointly 
used airports. Possibly $30 million a year would be an outside figure 
I would think. 

Mr. Springer. That would be about $150 million ¢ 

Mr. Pye. That would be. 

Mr. Springer. Are there any other costs that either one of you can 
think of in that period of time in addition to the four that you have 
mentioned thus far ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. 1 don’t think of any more; no, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. Then this year, Mr. Secretary, arising from ap- 
proximately $3 billion which vou stated goes to $4 billion: "does it not 7” 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Springer. That would be the contribution of the Federal Gov- 
ernment if there was nothing else taken in the way of legislation; am 
I correct on that ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Springer. If this legislation were enacted which is now pend- 
ing and’to which you have raised objection, would you estimate ap- 
proximately how much that would cost to 1963 in addition to the 
approximately $4 billion that you have already mentioned? 

Mr. Roruscuivtp. H. R. 11566 calls for $512 million additional. 

Mr. Sprincer. Per year? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. No, sir; total for the 4 years. 

Mr. Sertncer. For the 4-year period ? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Will you yield there ? 

Mr. Sprineer. Yes. 

The CuHarrman. That is for 5 years and increases, does it not, next 
fiscal year by $112 million ? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. That is correct. It is 5 years instead of 4, in- 
cluding 1959. 

Mr. Sprincer. Mr. Secretary, you have raised a question here which 
has interested me and many members of this committee for years. The 
question has been asked at different times, and that is, the airway user 
charge program, that is designed to cover part of the cost of operation 
and maintenance of this system. 

Those user programs the funds therefrom go to the credit of whom? 

Mr. Rornscuitp. They go into the general revenues of the 
Treasury. 

Mr. Springer. Of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Rornscnip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Serincer. Could you tell me approximately what those have 
been per year ? 

Mr. Roruscniip. There are no user charges on the Federal airways 
at the present time. 

Mr. Sprincer. I take it from your statement you are proposing 
such user charge; am I correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Springer. Have you or the Department or anybody in CAA 
or any other agency made up a list of what you felt were reasonable 
charges ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We have not only made up a list, but we have 
offered it in the form of legislation; but it has not as yet been in- 
troduced. 

Mr. Springer. Would you be willing to supply for the record at this 
point a list of those charges? 

Mr. Rornscuitp. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 


ATTACHMENT 7 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 


Washington, D. C., March 28, 1958. 
Hon. Sam RAYBURN, 


Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
DeaR Mr. SPEAKER: The Department transmits to the House of Representa- 
tives for its consideration the attached draft of legislation to provide revenue 
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for the administration, operation, improvement, and maintenance of the Federal 
airway system through a program of user charges imposed upon the domestic 
civil users of the system. This legislation implements the recommendation 
made by the President in his budget message for fiscal year 1959. 

The Federal airway system is a national network of visual and electronic 
aids to air navigation and air traffic control together with related facilities and 
services. Historically, it has been operated by the Federal Government without 
charge to the users during the period in which civil aviation was growing and 
maturing. However, aviation now has become a major form of transportation. 
Consequently, it should be expected to progressively assume its share of the 
costs of the airways system. The necessity for increasingly extensive and con- 
tinuing investment in the system underscores the importance of this objective. 

The proposed legislation is designed to recover from the civil users of the air- 
ways a substantial and increasing portion of their share of these costs through 
a gallonage tax imposed on all aviation fuels. 

Aviation gasoline is currently subject to the 8 cents per gallon tax on gaso- 
line; 1 cent of this is refunded in accordance with provision made in the 
Internal Revenue Code, and the remaining 2 cents per gallon is included in the 
amounts transferred to the highway trust fund. Kerosene jet fuel, which will 
become increasingly important as more and more turbine-powered aircraft enter 
transport service, is not now taxed. 

Under the accompanying legislation, the refund of 1 cent per gallon on avia- 
tion gasoline is eliminated and an additional tax of one-half cent per gallon is 
imposed, effective July 1, 1958. Thereafter the additional tax on aviation gaso- 
line is increased by three-fourths cent per gallon each year beginning July 1, 1959, 
until it reaches 3% cents a gallon on July 1, 1962. Thus, the total tax on avia- 
tion gasoline will be increased to 3% cents a gallon upon enactment of this 
legislation and will increase in annual increments of three-fourths cent a gallon 
until a total tax of 644 cents a gallon is reached. Similarly, the legislation 
imposes a tax of 3% cents a gallon on other aviation fuels, which would include 
kerosene, with gradual increases until the total of 6% cents a gallon is achieved 
on July 1, 1962. 

The 2 cents per gallon current tax on aviation gasoline which is paid into the 
highway trust fund represents funds appropriately related to airway use and 
should, therefore, be considered a charge for the use of the airways. Accord- 
ingly, under this proposed legislation taxes paid on aviation gasoline will not be 
transferred to the highway trust fund. 

We believe the fuel gallonage tax to be the most feasible and equitable method 
of imposing charges upon the civil users of the airways. It provides a reason- 
able measure of the relative use made of the Federal airways by civil aircraft. 
In addition, such a tax would impose the minimum additional administrative 
burden upon the Government and the airway users. To insure that all aircraft 
meet their fair share of airway costs, the legislation provides that aviation 
gasoline and any other liquid used as fuel for the propulsion of aircraft be 
taxed on the same basis. 

The phased nature of the user charge program with gallonage*rates increasing 
progressively during the next 5 years is intended to lessen the initial impact of 
the program and enable the airway users to adjust to these additional costs with 
minimum difficulty. 

Total revenues from this aviation fuel tax program are estimated to yield 
ty million in fiscal year 1959 and to increase to $211.3 million in fiscal year 
1963. 

The President in his budget message for fiscal year 1959 said : 

“When the Government provides a service conferring a special quasi-com- 
mercial benefit on identifiable individuals or groups above and beyond the bene- 
fits to the public generally, I believe it should charge the beneficiaries for the 
special service, rather than place the full burden of cost on the general tax- 
payer. 

“This principle has been put into practice in the financing of the new high- 
way program through the payment of excise taxes by highway users into a 
highway trust fund * * *. 

“In the field of aviation, the Federal Government provides a wide range of 
special services benefiting private users of the airspace. As I have previously 


pointed out, it is increasingly appropriate that these users pay their fair share 
of the costs. As first stages toward this end, this budget proposes that a tax of 
3% cents a gallon be levied on jet fuels and that taxes on aviation gasoline be 


increased to 3% cents a gallon from the present 2 cents, with increases of three- 
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fourths of a cent per year for 4 years in both taxes up to 6% cents a gallon. The 
receipts from taxes on aviation gasoline, which now go into the highway trust 
fund, should be kept in the general revenues to help finance the operations of the 
airways.” 

The attached bill embodies these recommendations. We urge its considera- 
tion by Congress as soon as possible. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that enactment of this legislation would 
be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


A BILL To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide revenue for the adminis- 


tration, operation, improvement, and maintenance of the Federal airway system, and for 
other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembicd, That section 4081 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954 is amended by addding at the end thereof the following new 
subsections: 

“(c) AVIATION GASOLINE.—There is hereby imposed (in addition to the tax 
imposed under subsection (a)) a tax of % cent a gallon upon gasoline— 

““(1) sold by the producer or importer thereof, or by any producer of 
gasoline, as a fuel for the propulsion of aircraft; or 

“(2) used by any person as a fuel for the propulsion of aircraft unless 
there was a taxable sale of such gasoline under paragraph (1). 

“(d) Rate INckEASES.—The tax under subsection (c) shall be 14% cents a 
gallon on and after July 1, 1959; 2 cents a gallon on and after July 1, 1960; 
234 cents a gallon on and after July 1, 1961; 3% cents a gallon on and after 
July 1, 1962; and 5 cents a gallon on and after July 1, 1972. 

“(e) OTHER AVIATION Fue ts.—There is hereby imposed a tax of 3% cents a 
gallon upon any liquid (other than gasoline taxable under subsections (a) and 
(C)) 

(1) sold by the producer or importer thereof, or by any producer, as 
a fuel for the propulsion of aircraft; or 

(2) used by any person as a fuel for the propulsion of aircraft unless 
there was a taxable sale of such liquid under paragraph (1). 

“(f) Rate increases—The tax under subsection (e) shall be 444 cents a gal- 
lon on and after July 1, 1959; 5 cents a gallon on and after July 1, 1960; 5% 
cents a gallon on and after July 1, 1961; and 6% cents a gallon on and after 
July 1, 1962.” 

Sec. 2. Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 4041 (b) of the Internal Revenue 
Code are amended by striking out “, or airplane” and the comma between the 
words “motor vehicle” and “motorboat” and inserting “or” between the words 
“motor vehicle” and “motorboat”. 

Sec. 3. Section 4081 (b) is amended by inserting “subsection (a) of” after 
the word “by”. 

Sec. 4. Section 4082 is amended— 

(1) by striking out subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof— 
“(a) Producer—As used in this subpart, the term “producer” in- 
cludes a refiner, compounder, or blender, and a dealer selling gasoline 
or other fuels taxable under section 4081 exclusively to producers of 
gasoline or other fuels taxable under section 4081, as well as a pro- 
ducer. Any person to whom gasoline or such other fuel is sold tax-free 
under this subpart shall be considered the producer of such gasoline 
or other fuel.”, and 
(2) by striking out the parenthetical material in subsection (c) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “(otherwise than in the production of gasoline or 
other fuels referred to in section 4081 or of special motor fuels referred 
to in section 4041 (b))”. 
Sec. 5. Section 4083 is amended to read: 


“SEC. 4083. EXEMPTION OF SALES TO PRODUCER. 


“Under regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate the tax imposed 
by section 4081 shall not apply in the case of sales of gasoline or other fuels 


taxable under section 4081 to a producer of gasoline or other fuels taxabie under 
section 4081.” 


29451—58——-3 
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Sec. 6. Section 4101 is amended by striking “section 4081” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “section 4081 (a), (c) (1), or (e) (1)”. 

Sec. 7. Section 6412 (a) (2) is amended by inserting “(a) (but not including 
gasoline also subject to tax under section 4081 (c) )” after “4081”. 

Sec. 8. Section 6416 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by striking out “(except an overpayment of 
tax under paragraph (1) or (3) of subsection (b) of this section)” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “(other than section 4081 (c) (2) or (e) (2) or except an 
overpayment of tax under paragraph (1) or (3) of subsection (b) of this sec- 
tion).” 

(2) Subparagraph (C) of paragraph (b) (2) is amended to read: 

“(C) In the case of a liquid taxable under section 4041, sold for use as 
fuel in a diesel-powered highway vehicle or as fuel for the propulsion of 
a motor vehicle or motorboat, if (i) the vendee used such liquid other- 
wise than as fuel in such a vehicle or motorboat or resold such liquid, or 
(ii) such liquid was (within the meaning of paragraph (1), (2), and (3) 
of section 6420 (c)) used on a farm for farming purposes ;”, and 

(3) Strike the period at the end of subparagraph (M) of paragraph (b) (2), 
insert in lieu thereof a semicolon, and insert thereafter the following new 
subparagraph: 

““(N) In the case of gasoline or other fuel taxable under subsection (c) or 
(e) of section 4081, used otherwise than as a fuel for the propulsion of 
aircraft; but not that portion of the tax paid which would be payable if the 
liquid were taxable under section 4041 or 4081 (a).” 

Sec. 9. Section 6420 is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(a)” after “4081” in subsections (a) and (d), and 

(2) by inserting after “used” the first place it appears in subsection (a) 
“(other than as fuel for the propulsion of aircraft)”. 

Sec. 10. Section 6421 (a) is amended by inserting after the word “fuel” the 
words “in aircraft or”. 

Sec. 11. Section 209 of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, Public Law 627, 
84th Congress, is amended 

(1) by inserting “(a)” after “4081” each place it appears, and 

(2) by inserting at the end paragraphs (c) (1) and (c) (2) “The amount 
appropriated under this paragraph shall be reduced by 3 cents for every 
gallon of gasoline on which tax is received under section 4081 (¢).” 

Sec. 12. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect on July 1, 1958. 


DESCRIPTION OF DrAFr BILL IMPOSING ADDITIONAL TAXES ON AVIATION FUEL 


Section 1 

(a)Section 1 imposes an additional tax of 4% cent per gallon on sales by the 
producer of gasoline for use as fuel in an aircraft. A use tax at the same rate 
is imposed on gasoline used in an aircraft if the additional tax has not been 
paid by the producer. 

(b) The additional tax on gasoline is increased by three-fourths of a cent per 
gallon on July 1 of each year, beginning in 1959, until it reaches 344 cents on 
July 1, 1962. When the basic tax on gasoline is reduced by 14 cents per gallon 
on July 1, 1972, the additional tax is raised to 5 cents. 

(c) A tax of 344 cents per gallon is imposed on sales by the producer of any 
liquid other than gasoline sold for use as a fuel in an aircraft. A use tax of 
the same rate is imposed on such other fuel used in an aircraft if the tax has 
not been paid by the producer. 

(d) The tax on liquids other than gasoline is increased by three-fourths of a 
cent per gallon on July 1 of each year until it reaches 64% cents on July 1, 1962. 


Section 2 
Section 2 deletes fuel sold for use in airplanes from the retail and use taxes 
on special motor fuels. 


Section 3 


Section 3 provides that the 144 cent per gallon rate reduction on gasoline 
scheduled for July 1, 1972, shall go only to the basic tax and not the additional 
tax on aviation gasoline. 
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Section 4 

(a) Section 4 (1) amends the definition of a “producer” of gasoline to include 
refiner, compounder, or blender of fuels other than gasoline taxable as aviation 
fuel. 

(b) Section 4 (2) adds the production of aviation fuel to the list of purposes 
for which gasoline purchased free of tax by a producer may be used by him 
without payment of tax on use by the producer. 

Section 5 

Section 5 permits the tax-free sale of aviation fuels to a producer. 

Section 6 


Section 6 requires producers of aviation fuel, other than gasoline, to register 
and give bond, in the same manner as producers of gasoline, before making any 
sales. 
Section 7 

Section 7 amends the floor stocks refund section, to be effective July 1, 1972, to 
deny any such refund on gasoline subject to tax as aviation gasoline. 

Section 8 

(a) Section 8 (1) provides that claims for credit or refund of the additional 
tax on aviation gasoline or the whole tax on other aviation fuel, if the taxes 
were paid by the user, are not to be subject to the unjust enrichment require- 
ment. 

(b) Section 8 (2) is a corollary of section 2 and amends the credit and refund 
section with respect to the taxes on special motor fuels to remove references to 
the taxability of these fuels when sold for use in an airplane. 

(c) Section 8 (38) provides for credit or refund of the additional tax paid on 
aviation gasoline or the whole of the tax paid on other aviation fuels if such 
fuels are used otherwise than in the propulsion of an airplane. The credit or 
refund cannot be in excess of the difference between the tax paid and that due 
under the basic tax on gasoline or the tax on special motor fuels if the liquid 
is taxable as gasoline or a special motor fuel. 

Section 9 

(a) Section 9 (1) limits the refund on gasoline used on a farm to the basic 
rate of tax on gasoline. 

(b) Section 9 (2) denies any refund of tax on gasoline used in an airplane 
even though the airplane is used on a farm for farming purposes. 

Section 10 


Section 10 deletes the use of gasoline in aircraft as a basis for claiming refund 
of 1 cent of the basic tax on gasoline. 


Section 11 
(a) Section 11 (1) amends the highway trust fund so as to appropriate 
thereto only the basic tax on gasoline. 


(b) Section 11 (2) removes from the highway trust fund the basic tax on 
gasoline collected with respect to aviation gasoline. 


Section 12 
Section 12 makes all provisions of the bill effective on July 1, 1958. 


Mr. Sprincer. If that legislation were enacted, Mr. Secretary, ap- 
proximately how much would that bring into the Federal Treasury 
per year / 

Mr. Roruscuip. I am dealing again from memory, Mr. Springer. 
As I recall it this was designed as a 6-year program on an increasing 
level of charges. And in ‘the first year it would bring in a modest 
amount, a modest percentage of the cost of operating, just operating 
the airways, not provide any money for new installation, but just the 
operating. And at the end of 6 years it would be bringing in about 
78 or 79 percent of the cost of operating the airways, of the civil cost 


of operating the airways. That would have been deducted prior to 
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the calculation of the cost of operating the airways for the benefit 
of the military services. 

Mr. Springer. Are you excluding the military ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. You are not including them ? 

Mr. Roruscuixp. No, sir; we do not include them in the charges 
nor do we include them in the amount to be recaptured. 

Mr. Sprincer. So at the end of 7 years that would be—— 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. At the end of every 6 years. 

Mr. Springer. The charges proposed under your program would 
pay approximately 80 percent ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. A little less than 80 percent. 

Mr. Sperincer. Of the cost of operation of the airways? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sprrneer. The Federal Government would still be paying 20 
percent ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes. 

Mr. Sprincer. In the foreseeable future—and I will put as 7 years 
the foreseeable future—is it desirable to expect that the Federal Gov- 
ernment could collect sufficient money to do this, to finance this 
program ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. There is a great argument about that. The 
charges which we propose would be in the nature of fuel taxes. Fuel 
taxes that would run up to as much as 614 cents per gallon at the end 
of the 6-year period. Many users I am sure would appear before this 
and other committees to testify that they could not pay such charges. 
And as far as the transport industry is concerned I feel quite certain 
they could not pay the charges at the present fare level. However, we 
believe that the level of fares for air transport is on the low side, and 
that if a proper level of fares was established that the air transport 
companies could pay that additional amount of money. 

Mr. Sprrncer. To summarize it, Mr. Secretary, these two points on 
which I have addressed you, the theory of the Department is just a 
theory on which the Department is approaching the future now—is 
that the Federal Government’s contribution in the cost of operation 
of airways should be lowered and an amount of that cost should be 
assumed locally by the airlines; and the second is that in order to 
make up for the charges which the Federal Government will have to 
pay in the next 7-year period should be taken up by user charges. Is 
that your theory of approach in the foreseeable future of 7 years? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I would modify your statement to the extent that 
this charge would be imposed on all users, not only the air lines. 
This would be imposed on the business flier and the private flier 
as well as the airlines. 

Mr. Sprincer. Could you give the amount of revenue to be received 
in dollars rather than in percentage of cost? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I can furnish it in a statement to you. 

Mr. Sprincer. You cannot give that at this time? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I cannot give it from memory; no, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. Mr. Chairman, that is all. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Derounian. 
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Mr. Deroun1an. What income does the Federal Government get 
now from the users other than fees paid to the agencies for licensing 
and so forth? 

Mr. Roruscuip. It does not get any. 

Mr. Derountran. It does not get any ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Secretary, how many airports do we have now 
that have retired their indebtedness? 

Mr. Rornuscutp. I would not have any idea. I don’t believe we 
have that record, Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. I understand that in New York, the LaGuardia 
Airport has retired all of its bonds and is one of the best earning 
properties that the port of New York has. I have read that state- 
ment several times. 

Mr. RornscuiLp. Quite a number of airports are income-producing 
properties today. But I do not believe that we have a record of it. 
We might attempt to get such a record together for you. 

Mr. Youncer. Would it not be well to have some record of those 
airports and, also, with this in mind at some point in the future these 
airports will liquidate their bonded indebtedness and become profit- 
making institutions? Can they be profit-making institutions for the 
city only or county or the authority, or will there be a return to the 
Federal Government in some way for the money that the Federal 
Government has invested in those airports? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I do not believe it is contemplated at any level that 
any part of the revenues of the airports should come back to the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Youneer. You have no plan of that kind whatsover ? 

Mr Roruscuitp. No, sir. 

Mr. Youncer. In other words, when it retires its indebtedness and 
becomes a profit-making institution, then all of that profit goes to the 
county or to the city or the authority which owns the airport? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Well in fairness, Mr. Younger, I think it should 
be remembered that you never stop building an airport. You never 
get to the point where you have enough of everything around an air- 
port. So you are always adding something to it. 

Mr. Youncer. That is what we thought about railroad stations, too. 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. That is correct. 

Mr. Youncer. And I think that while we have had the develop- 
ment of the airports it will come to a period some day where the space 
alone will limit their use ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That might very well be. 

Mr. Youncer. It would seem to me that in the airport development 
program there ought to be some point in the future whereby the Gov- 
ernment would be at least a participant with the municipal, county, 
or authority owner as, if, and when it did become a profit-making 

institution. 


Mr. Roruscuixp. I think we would need some legislation to get that 
done, Mr. Younger. 
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Mr. Younerr. I think that we ought to be looking to that end, Mr. 
Secretary. 

Mr. Wotverton. Will you yield ? 

Would there be anything different in the application of the prin- 
ciples such as Mr. Younger is speaking of now and that which prevails 
with respect to the shipping industry in its relationship to the Bown 
ment ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I presume you have reference to the recapture 
clause ? 

Mr. Wotverton. That is correct. 

Mr. Roruscuip. In the subsidy contracts ? 

Mr. Wotverton. That is correct. 

Mr. Roruscuirp. I would think that a similar principle might be 
applied to carry out Mr. Younger’s thoughts. 

Mr. Wotverton. Thank you. 

Mr. Youncer. That is all. 

Mr. Roruscuip. May I correct an answer that I gave Mr 
Derounian a moment ago? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Roruscuixp. I believe you asked whether the Federal Gov- 
ernment was receiving any moneys other than the fees for licensing ? 

Mr. DerountrAn. Yes. 

Mr. Roruscuriip. I was thinking in terms of aviation at that time 
and not the whole Government. There is currently a 2-cent gasoline 
tax on all fuel used by airway users, and that money currently goes 
into the highway fund. To that extent the Government does receive 
money from the users of the airways. 

Mr. DerountAn. Do you have an approximate amount ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. About $30 million a year. 

Mr. Derountan. Thank you. 

Mr. Younerr. If possible, Mr. Secretary, will you furnish the com- 
mittee with some kind of a breakdown on some of these airports and 
how they have developed in the way of revenue producers? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir; we will attempt to get that. I think there 
is a representative of the Airport Operators’ Council here today who 
may have some information on that subject. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 
Statement showing results of municipal airport operations, city of Atlanta, Ga., 
calendar years 1947-57, inclusive 
[Rounded to the nearest $100] 


| 
| } | 
| | 


| Revenue 
under op- 
| Cost of Approxi- Approxi- erating 
Total cost Gross operations | mate de- | mate reve- costs, 
of airport | revenue over (un- | preciation nue allo- charges 
Calendar year operations | from air- | der) reve- |ondonated| cated by for indi- 
| (see folio 2) | port opera- | nue before facility law (note | cated de- 
| tions reductions | costs 1) | preciation 


| on right and allo- 


| cated reve- 





} nue 

1947_.._- a 100, 100 59, 500 40, 600 | 24, 700 17, 900 | 83, 200 
1948... _- 167, 200 135, 300 31, 900 26, 500 40, 600 | 99, 000 
1949_.._- ‘ 218, 100 203, 100 15, 000 | 48, 200 60, 900 | 124, 100 
1950__- 264, 200 240, 300 | 23, 900 91, 000 | 72, 100 | 187, 000 
1951__. 297, 300 286, 400 10, 900 103, 000 85, 900 199, 800 
ides 424, 900 324, 600 100, 300 112, 700 97, 400 | 310, 400 
Beason sia 383, 800 331, 900 51, 900 7 400 | 99, 600 | 324, 900 
1954... 403, 100 377, 500 25, 600 72, 700 113, 300 311, 600 
1955_- 434, 100 475, 700 (41, 600) 17 600 | 142, 700 | 278, 700 
1956... 529, 700 aa (57, 300) 178, 700 | 208, 700 330, 100 
1957... 625, 000 21, 600 (96, 600) 186, 700 292, 600 | 382, 700 

Total - -- . | 3,847,500 | 3,7 742, 900 | 104, 600 | 1, 295, 200 | "as 231, 700 2, 631, 500 





NOTE 1.—The $1,231,700 approximate revenue allocated by law is comprised of the » fellowes 


Explanation Details Total 
Approximate revenue paid to City of Atlanta School Department during the calen- 
dar years 1947 to 1956, inclusive. (Since these payments were required by Geor- 
gia law applicable to the said years, this revenue could not therefore be used, ex- 
cept as a temporary fund, to defray operating costs.) (See note A.) -- 

Revenue allocated to comply with provisions of city’s ordinance relating to 
$2,000,000 city of Atlanta Airport revenue anticipation certificates, series 1956, 
issue (exclusive of interest cost included in $498,600 interest expense, per folio 2): 

To retire airport revenue anticipation certificates ($41,000 and $42,000, during 


pains $898, 100 


1956 and 1957, respectively) - - - $83, 000 
To accumulate in the airport sinking fund a reserve for pan and interest 
requirements. _--_- SiR adenine 25, 200 
To establish an airport renewal and repair Nee to! 8 ae : 225, 400 
——— 333,600 
Total. snp sentiteeaoadenttnh then sibbechins see dense Te ae ee 


Note A.—As a result of a revision of the previously applicable Georgia law, the city was not re- 
quired to pay, after 1956, a percentage of its gross revenues to the City of Atlanta School Department. 


THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
STATE AIRPORT MANAGEMENT BOARD, COMMISSIONER OF AIRPORT MANAGEMENT 
Logan International Airport, East Boston 


The following comments on the overall financial situation at Logan Interna- 
tional Airport is submitted to assist the board in its long-range planning of 
rates and charges. 

The figures contained herein indicate conclusively that Logan International 
Airport is not a burden to the taxpayers of the State, but rather is one of its 
greatest financial assets. 

The basic source of this financial information is the State auditor’s report, 
dated June 28, 1957, which covered period 1941 through April 8, 1957. 

The information for period April 8, 1957, through June 30, 1957, was taken from 
SAMB records. 

The projection of income and expense is a conservative estimate, based on 
established trends, as shown herein. 











36 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 


I. EXPENDITURES 


A. Total State expenditures, including principal payments on bonds, 
interest on bonds, capital outlay expense and operating expense 
in connection with Logan International Airport from 1941 
through June 30, 1957, total as follows: 








RB BE a $35, 133, 000 
ites aI UIIIND NUNN SS Bo Sd Oe rales agile triad 3, 781, 177 
I IGnInr PTI PON ss cic sccccccceclesereoinicap camel 1, 418, 675 
I nine teiigel eeioeioell 5, 321, 674 
Total State expense through fiscal 1957..._._._._.__-__---__ 45, 654, 526 

B. Future total principal payments to be made by State between 
a i ea ts cscoaite hieeeiailekies 14, 375, 000 
C. Future total interest payments to be made by State 1957-77___- 1, 285, 178 
D. Future total operating costs to be incurred fiscal 1958—77____-- 20, 000, 000 
By 1977 State will have spent on Logan Airport_______--_-__~ 81, 314, 704 


Operating and maintenance, fiscal 1957 (July 1, 1956-June 30, 
at i UR cn A th ses alae oda d IN dio tbe niet os 903, 925 


II. INCOME 


Total income from Logan International Airport to State, including revenue 
from charges and Federal reimbursement : 


1. Revenue from charges fiscal 1941 through 1957______-__________ $9, 017, 896 
2. Income to State from Federal grants through 1957_____________ 1, 394, 966 
3. Estimated gross revenue from charges fiscal 1958—-77__________-_ +70, 000, 000 

EEN) le ii eee aa 80, 412, 862 


1 This estimate is based upon following financial record of the SAMB and is conservatively 
projected on anticipated growth of traffic: 


Actual income, Actual income, 

Fiscal year: cash basis Fiscal year—Continued cash basis 
icin scacigseich ete entdetaien ies $382, 772 ec a $960, 672 
PN RES cashew ers ec menctoeiaces 445, 838 cei Slit tenteciichin Sie aceasta 1, 001, 576 
a ea i, he 648, 378 DOU e et Lee 1, 481, 580 
ie elas pees oa 787, 830 Earned income 
1953_.....-----.-------- 905, 142 WG  sivitaisiin tke sckcattidiacs $1, 741, 047 


The preliminary financial and traffic figures for the first 3 months of fiscal 1958 
indicate gross income for fiscal 1958 will approximate $2 million. 

When the four hangars and the new freight terminal are constructed and 
in operation, there will be an additional net operating profit to the Board of 
about $250,000 per annum (over and above principal and interest payments). 

When contemplated second floor on Boutwell Building is completed, there 
will be a net operating profit to Board of about $250,000 (over and above prin- 
cipal and interest payments). 

CONCLUSION 


Total cost to State from 1941 to 1977 including principal payments, 
interest, and operating costs and capital outlay__._.__-__------~-- $81, 000, 000 
Total income to State from 1941 to 1977__-___--------_---------- 80, 412, 862 


At this time, the State will be entirely reimbursed from all expenditures in 
connection with Logan International Airport and, in addition, will own out- 
right the airport, an asset conservatively estimated today at a replacement 
cost of $70 million. 

Note.—While it is true that certain future capital investments will be made 
at Logan Airport, the expenditures will be made only in accordance with Board 
policy that they shall be self-liquidating. 

Therefore, additional income from such future expenditures will only hasten 
the day when the airport will be fully paid for. 
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AVIATION DEPARTMENT, LOVE FIELD, DaALias, TEx. 


Operating profit-and-loss statement, fiscal year 1956-57 




















Love Field Redbird Total 
OPERATING INCOME 
a eee .| $428, 919.77 $13, 609. 75 $442, 529. 52 
Be cee tre tee erent CRTs PORN rae eo 203, 554. 33 3. 107. 67 206, 662. 00 
es SINE 2. 5... crn ctinuiaaieievaeeunsbadibonkekabeaaainianaaniel 907, B13. @ |... swabizieswdan 307, 312. 43 
DV OPWON GORE sn. cicktnidncadicakidsaaltatcied: SSO IE. Lp nceneebetad 31, 360. 73 
FUG... staddanhhedithddddissentesnntsittennemnie 971, 147. 26 14, 717. 42 987, 864. 68 
| OPERATING EXPENSES by 

) SE Wactell Mi ieets sas acccctaccdiccewsaccceceeseesendoness 97,622.61 | 29,230.60 | 126, 842. 21 
) Bs io isan as ccnanica tn al nitinaictaaciaiaes emcee wi 18, 158. 28 | 1, 598. 54 9, 753. . 

ERR. DEGIIOOROTICR-— BIT IIIIOR onion cdc enncinccncudsssesasisess 9, 454. 09 427. 69 9, 881 

IV. Maintenance—Equipment. ...........-...-.-.--.---.... 2, 004. 99 35. 99 2, 049. 9 
; V. Miscellaneous services............dcs0s Like 39, 431. 27 31. 855. 70 71, 285. 7 
Ve, Ge CORTE. 2.08 Oe... cs cwctnbiamnanibnawiniell 581, 185. 68 1, 000. 00 582, 185. 68 
; RO  iete ted se ST vented ini te cmindt 4, 904, 95 4, 183. 26 9, 0838. 21 
Okaitactndkccnbuicios. scwcd ts ondtischhed 762, 758. 87 68, 340. 78 __ 821, 099. 65 65 
Gene OS aon ee 218, 383. 39 | —51, 623.33 | 166, 765.03 


e —_— . 


Dave County Port AUTHORITY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1957, AFTER AUDIT REPORT, MIAMI 


: INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
) 
1) Dade County Port Authority: Faris N. Cowart, chairman; George McSherry, 
f director. 
2 Balance sheet 
y ASSETS 
Current assets—Cash : 
é, mevenue Panis oss is. nk een dacs $414, 958. 36 
ODEN TNS 8 nse ecnrncemnitasiiintintsiapisamemiail 1, 484, 259. 92 
12 SEC OTE I inner emerneneewen 56, 252. 47 
6 SN III: SRN i cadcencsencettercc iti gnimoas aoe si0, 840. 56 
30 SRI UNI sn ic seccinicenpsicertaresacchenisaieean lapel 529. 88 
ne ewer ve fume 226 sets. 585. nnd 0 
17 Reserve maintenance fund_________-__--_____ 56, 886. 65 
COCO ahhh cisternae 25, 571. 06 
8 a aS ee ae 307. 62 
BEINDOrary RONINS TUNG. oie cence 2, 000. 00 
nd Special construction fund A___---____-__-__- 644, 888. 74 
of Bond-service fan@os. te 0 
| Sinking-fund reserve—Special__._._._._-.____-__- 1, 112. 52 
re Special construction fund B______--____-__-_~ 8, 101. 44 
in- Petty-cash funds, Miami International Airport 
and Venetian Causeway_----------------- 3, 000. 00 
$2, 958, 709. 22 
Other current assets : 
Accounts Ppactivable ...i.............6icnnemel 229, 258. 53 
100 Accrued interest receivable______-___-_______-_ 69, 923. 00 
362 Improvement fund receivable__.._.___-_-_---_- 950. 96 
in City of Miami receivable....._................. 283, 319. 67 
ut- ee 583, 452. 16 
ent Investments : 
isis sic srnciensliinctnnecitiiceisceniisli aa le 4, 485, 771. 20 
rade ee 2, 121, 496. 41 
ard TR aa teases ccccnidvicnsiensnnaag baie 1, 250, 804. 69 
Reserve maintenance fund______-___-_--____ 357, 950. 00 
ten SIRE IE OTITCS TUG aise etre iasmete 869, 028. 13 
TO Carrick aetna 59, 400. 58 
Sinking-fund reserve—Special___.__.__-__----- 26, 945. 00 


9, 171, 396. 01 
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Balance sheet 


ASSETS—continued 
Federal grants receivable: 
CR Oe ea ia eee acss sec ecci $98, 683. 00 
be ek 59, 708. 20 
RE PA a es eckcicecncounu 638, 332. 00 
TAP Oi noise nceceenccenie 359, 527. 50 
—_—_—_——— $1, 156, 250. 70 
Property schedule: 
Miami International Airport, including work 
Bi oc et a elt cel raat 57, 196, 391. 47 
oe th ph EEE RE 4, 224, 462. 47 
3 Re a 793, 806. 46 
62, 214, 660. 40 
Deferred charges: 
Deekeeeen meerawre os 110, 828. 64 
Warehouse inventory, Miami International 
I in Boe do net totceencawens 56, 534. 76 
Warehouse inventory, Venetian Causeway___ 2, 653. 33 
Unamortized bond discount, 34 percent 
te Fe il asicane 321, 155. 52 
Unamortized bond discount, National Air- 
a oan ee eenanepe eaeiearenas 59, 218. 56 
Unamortized bond-issue expense, 3% per- 
i acai ds uh entices cree cia bb ei tga adie 358, 714. 49 
Rehabilitation cost, ruanways__------.------- 29, 064 
938, 169. 70 
Ns... cn SenR en aogntelh,.< ccusnnieimnmiiniets 77, 022, 638. 19 
LIABILITIES 
Current liabilities : 
Accounts and contracts payable____--------- $1, 379, 809. 36 
Security deposits payable___.--.------------ 10, 246. 50 
A@vances. from tenants... in cscccesncncnnsccs 807, 100. 00 
——_—_————_—_——— $2, 197, 155. 86 
Sinking fund liabilities : 
Accrued interest, 344-percent bonds_____----_~ 307, 285. 80 
Accrued interest, special bond issue A______-_- 63, 766. 12 
Accrued insurance expense______-----.------ 6, 187. 73 


Long-term liabilities: 
314-percent revenue bonds due Oct. 1, 1979____ 19, 660, 000.00 


Special bond issue, due Oct. 15, 1981__________ 3, 500, 000. 00 
Convair improvements, due Mar. 31, 1966____-_ 869, 187. 51 
OGRE TINO. se eneewnnnnen eid Lee 
Prepaid income: 
Convair, original purchase, 1946____._________ $163, 334. 07 
Convair, subsequent improvements_________-- 1, 056, 889. 50 
Eastern Air Lines, new hangar and apron___-__ 4, 298, 082. 13 
National Airlines, shop and new office and 
RINOGOR a8 oois Son td tacnsactowe 587, 488. 32 
Otmer prepaid: income-a=. ote 272, 670. 3§ 
Freee CONSLTRCIION COS b2c os cas 85, 720. 00 
PROG THEUTORCG. Woes ccccseccsccccscsa 866. 86 
Prepaid :cQsUiem -Wbles.... oon x 10, 125. 94 


Total prepaid income 


377, 239. 65 


24, 029, 187. 51 


26, 603,583. 02 


6, 475, 127. 21 





) 


10 
19 


86 


65 


“I 
to 
_ 
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SURPLUS 
Government grant surplus: 
United States Government ______-_--______ $27, 581, 876. 44 
SS ie te cists oo cree ee a 3, 199, 661. 36 
—_—_—_—___——— $30, 781, 537. 80 
Earned surplus: 
EIGSCG: ORONO A. DOU no niece necnscee 10, 137, 136. 51 
Netinccine fecal seer... 2... nce 2, 553, 453. 65 
—_—__——_—_—_—— 12, 690, 590. 16 
Appraisal surplus: Appreciation, Convair property___.._._._._---_~~ 471, 800. 00 
ORG, MER UNS ae a ee ae 43, 943, 927. 96 
Total liabilities, prepaid income and surplus_____-.--_---- 77, 022, 638. 19 


Combined statement of accrued income Sept. 30, 1957, Dade County Port 
Authority, after audit report 








Year end, Year end, 



































Sept. 30, Sept. 30, 
1957 1956 
sctattnnncasiiapiinsinigingslpsiadinesmnanisaatestnadiiatiaiil ana iealitcaatiai si eT = — 
AIRPORT INCOME 
Rental income: 
INT 8. 25 Se 82 ot oe ee 2S ibe s 5k ade mind cow $271, 751. 35 $283, 196. 88 
Terminal buildings---.-__- ictal <richip earn rds Riclliea te dete sda. oisn catia piesa acandce 79, 690. 68 65, 058, 17 
Other —_ yee : JoSassescissns etaaen scence 475, 863. 25 473, 758. 94 
Machinery -- Se ia e eae deiite s ean adlia cheat ico detineebiiiessoneaiaabiacatl | 6, 075. 76 6, 227, 04 
Ground space_ Pe vital ingew tessa oiioartn ts tote agliaelieaiac ties diadians cn 143, 815.97 
Pan American Airways, 20. NG QING = 32:2. -casccSisaiaccsartiesacdtesas= | 29, 231. 28 29, 231. 28 
Pan American Airways, MIAD tract. oe Siac SS oscar 25, 000. 00 25, 000. 00 
Subtotal... a , saedeescczagea aks 5 scan scneeacty ae 1. 026, 288. 28 
Pan American Airways, MIAD-.. eccbedapeccecccecceee ees 76, 000. 00 75, 000.00 
Convair lease i ; <2 ; Soest 151, 699. 08 152, 738. 58 
Eastern Air Lines hangar-._..-...-...--- = saesrissiaekaok .--| 170,219.64 170, 219. 64 
National Airlines shop---..------ : sdecidécascésd saseseameeeees | 37, 518. 72 37, 518. 72 
Total rental income. ---.. accccuneucuensansddeneaaidenis Shana 1, 506, 318. 65. 1, 461, 766. 23 
Aviation fees: | acs 
Landings----.--- Sat dacccSeosaccaccsancyetenstccsasedesesedten 466, 250. 56 419, 666. 99 
ern on nr onda aise . 220, 597. 00 175. 823.75 
Cargo. -.-- : SeVadses 4 itvecddudddessocl er 91, 784. 00 
Plane parking. A aioe eietlal ; ids 24, 502. 00 a 13, 573. 00 
Total aviation fees__. J bccdsex = Jostemeentaee 832, 440. 06 700, 847.74 
Concession income: y pe mament E 
Aviation gas and oil__- > ‘ soteceacak 187, 638. 97 | 135, 382. 50 
Transportation - -- wwddtesse : E y ettivececn 525, 865. 37 421, 346. 54 
Restaurants Recctscee icwabttadomtb eee cies 66, 728. 89 55, 868. 79 
Public telephones and lockers __.-- See = Stele ae 19, 299. 42 11, 165. 94 
Ramp services__. ited : | Sac eatocdeeee 23, 487. 08 15, 759. 58 
Newsstand and gift shop. ine deccsiea ; = elesmieter sda 29, 037. 28 | 26, 933. 43 
Insurance and vending machines- --__- ‘ sil Sats adie 71, 189. 72 0 
Miscellaneous vendors.....-- neaioe & ; ae neces hitestnaiae 22, 815. 94 | 37, 021. 86 
Total concession income al chess acaeaidoten Laika waicens 946, 062. 67 703, 478. 64 
Services to tenants i Se SU dees deceee eee 103, 385.08 | 89, 610. 07 
Other income: : 
Auto parking fees : ae i sein ae wiatipestane dices 117, 239. 18 111, 244. 95 
Miscellaneous sduabs : sates tind i eee cam 79, 233. 14 2, 025. 65 
Interest. _..- . ‘ ask bisa tnas « iasdagss ach ices ae 124, 376. 30 67, 453. 56 
Gain or loss on investments. _- ales ; ‘  ncmtaarhetiemmaad 0 18, 141. 90 
Webel CE WIN Soa ive Wins diccinnnaecudh anebenemietteodseaee 320, 848, 62 198, 866. 06 
Total airport income (itt bat hinds cabctnkcniee okeudaad 3, 709, 055. 08 3 1 > 108, 567. 2 
CAUSEWAY INCOME | 7 
Tolls. __. oe eee a Sscisinadine abatnnsabendbaninedianan 879, 235. 55 838, 525. 28 
Rental and miscellaneous ii waa astatias i meen 7, 042. 02 11, 797. 04 
Total CUE PRI sons cnn ncccnwacdkscadscceisonsdean aanbeeatntedtaiahaien 586, 277. 7 850, 322. 32 
Total combined income...........:......-....-----ss«s-< seks Rideeted “9 4, 505, 332.65 | 4, 004, 890. 05 











ACT AMENDMENTS 


40 FEDERAL AIRPORT 


Combined statement of accrued expenses and net income, Sept. 80, 1957, 
Dade County Port Authority, after audit report 


Year end Year end 
Sept. 30, 1957|Sept. 30, 1956 


Dipeasb eieee oo si cdicc ti l.cans --eae2-----++-+|83, 709, 055. 08 $8, 154, 567. 73 


Airport expenses: 








Salaries and wages..........-.----- a aa ls Se ac a ace a ake 597, 543. 78 540, 056. 16 
SRE, Sh cialinineditetnienndsa imwwviide ssekb i dddle cod did 20, 324. 20 0 
i iittinemcesece~ Sa itsteieaheien alone dcwiaie = | 3, 413. 69 1, 574. 93 
Supplies and services_........--- ‘ boners peels abate aad 88, 945. 39 71, 043. 94 
Maintenance by contract _-------- Leccowees a 37, 925. 84 35, 942. 24 
Maintenance allowance to Pan Ame rican Airw BFG..a<. wannabes . 75, 000. 00 75, 000. 00 
Rehabilitation of Davis tract - sin i jhacussesiesie 0 30, 902. 01 
Rehabilitation taxiways-----.--.--- Esc See 7, 266. 00 7, 266. 00 
a oe wine ; ; in , pis : 61, 066. 03 61) 971. 23 
UG 2. sek... 2 buichliens) Jae s 87, 352. 53 80, 453. 06 
Operation and maintenance of vehicles_--- iE bie ntbhenwaaded< | 26, 419. 18 24, 359. 66 f 
Auditing -_- : A 13, 000. 00 15, 775. 00 f 
County police. __...-- eon ae anes _-s--| "385,643.72 135, 843. 72 
Miscellaneous. .--.-- Rit a Sik abecbadedne Boe ea 1, 955. 72 20, 451. 01 ¢ 
a ever a shi sip aaa stite dain eameniee 12, 303. 65 0 . 
Abandonment... - : peksdaresuretes end | 65, 704. 34 0 ” 
Reserve maintenance fund.................-.-.-------------- 139, 518. 29 | 0 P 
Tote Gapenees..........<....... pahntan a +1, 373, 582, 36 1, 100, 638. 9% 3 
Net airport income-.--.--.--- 5S Leese cdicieente ‘ 2 335, 47 2. 72 2 053, 928, 77 E 
Causeway income..--.-- SI cr aa eee Cader ied aeeaeeas : _ 886, 277. 57 ‘860, 322. 32 - 
Causeway expenses: . 
Rng ote ce orn eas eae ---| 142, 102. 59 128, 221. 67 z 
tt eile Bled abagiinwnnanntoacacdecasesnawann nope ede tid | 6, 774. 77 4, 999. 99 - 
Supplies and services_._......___-- SER DEL aob ae si eae h LS wanes eee 8, 599. 08 17, 095. 10 E 
I iat TR lire a Eo oo sca vahnan ein apnea eenlabipercietsinipaaanehreiiie | 34, 770. 29 35, 291. 70 2 
i ee a iii sien ek be cing cergniae dain Ebates inaawweieawinite 13, 012. 48 12, 593. 93 < 
Operation and maintenance of WS oo 3, 508. 04 2, 934. 37 « 
NE a oem einmeue assimilate arta sake tale me ai 5 3, 500. 00 1, 500. 00 C 
i So a enseusinpeannemaanm anaes 18, 835. 44 18, 835. 41 = 
I en ss. sous Suva gueeeaiemenmnieiiiciiwncenaicsnel | 12, 000. 00 12, 000. 00 : 
a te oan aniina a ndana dane nen aecaneneunneahen 2, 766. 22 0 P 
(es fp oe 
Total expenses__...-..----- cies baa anh nbenamodoute s Sxaneue | 245, 868. 91 233, 472. a7 < 
= => © 
Net causeway income aera ia cde kde rcaiinaita Mesceioal 640, 408 66 616, 860. 15 fQ 
ee 2 cit cts eileen ign gekshin sinter ocicsnahipeed | 2, 975, 881. 38 2, 2, 610, 7 778. 2 a 
Debt service and other: | > 
Interest on revenue bonds ------- sd ictuinnpcheacosiehee thse nk tk pa alas acuta eigen $21, 662.01 | 342, 191. 38 pod 
ee... caida decthenssusnaneuacusencirenl 0} 0 - 
a Se a a ee | 63. 58 0 < 
Trustees fees__......_--- ERE SAREE. (BO IS RE Bess 11, 732. 91 4, 379. 64 i. 
I: Si nas nosh orn ssn a eneeen ibn end ene ina indi onee 0 2, 597. 22 7 
Seeenneet Gn meee GING GENOMES... goo 5 5 n5 nn revivececncccuccncnseuds 36, 042. 59 22, 353. 43 < 
I CE on oa wn csi ecawadnecendnesnaccmmusinemgel | 32, 272. 48 20, 675. 09 a 
Amortization of bond discount, National Airlines_._...-.- sstinbhcaaianegs coniciemts 2, 467. 44 : = 
RS CO oo nnn nc cdnbaossin on eebebatenasduncaenasese 3, 186. 72 3, 186. 72 = 
NE a -n . andesiscrendibangiaiee mbes enniabreuneaiorsailaatdiied | 15, 000. 00 13, 583. 36 ~ 
secs: Bicltec eles piniceestilpatsttmneinn care eninsdpesnsts oselnsaahdivirlsr meaaibdi ulch sacs ts lee wien inca agate 422, 427 13 408, 966 84 3 
RNIN ON cst ction nese minserccmeinn sireviota natin -| 2, 553, 4¢ 53. 65 2, 261, 812. 08 A 








FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 













































































































































ee ee 5 LT Ts9 ‘SOT 99 “240 ‘CZ ZP ‘OFZ ‘08 | 61 “ese ‘09 | Pe ee ae ae ee ee 
es = —— — — ——— — =| 
LE ‘GhP ‘SIL 0 ‘296 ‘61 20 ‘O8F ‘869 “90 ‘281 ‘99 8 ‘964 ELE | G2 “yrs ee pe a ; oe - 
e8° ww Jf -s ac | $8 I1b ‘LLP QI “112 ‘ZS Sl '2h6 9ST | Ré ‘C61 ‘88% Tags — ae se carla Bat ~ 
89 ‘FI8 ‘91 he. ae 89 ‘FI8 ‘OT 0c et a | $9 ‘F189 ee . ; a o 
98 "LLE “SIZ ae, ee? fa a Se | 98 °LZE 2 tee ee a oe e : . “$09j 
62 ‘61Z ‘ShZ = 62 “612 ‘StZ 9T‘L g EI ‘ZF6 ‘OST bh 00 ‘000 ‘9 ~~ 7 S[e} 
-VULOOU! AOSN O[Seg 

| = = ss ===—=——————=—==_—= ———— | 
£9 "912 ‘SF 28 ‘SPP ‘SET # “OLL ‘ I1é 09 622 “LZ TZ°102 90T | se 688. ut so. piss a es : = “---=====s]198N 0} O[QBvIsIVYO Sesuedxe YsEO 
bL ‘ORO ThZ 0S “296 ‘6T ¥% "890° 122 68 “698 “ET L9 “$98 “O8T | 89 me: ht ae ae ee ee > “-""===-9TTOOUT O71[[93 BS ‘feJoIqng, 
09 “296 ‘6I _08 "296 ten ee oe ee ee ee a 7 a eg ee ee ees ee See ‘ ae 7 ee ~~" ur 
am = (hee aks 0 T6F ‘ee 00 ‘002 ‘Z 0% “SES ‘LF PS “Coz ‘Ef - a ee i “--====-S99TAIOS PUB SO[BS 7 
ae: eee eee 60 ‘889 ‘OF eee 60 ‘88 ‘OF dais iain Se = eT > UOT} vyJI0dst 
82 “109 “2 lel eee “| 89 109 ‘ZL 80 “99Z ieee ee Be oes Ce gee ake ae ae : | 
00 ‘096 TL 3 tn. sl ck. ieee. 2 00 ‘096 Sa Barca 3 oe . . . . JuUISIIOApY 
7 rea ““""1 18 "p02 ‘Z9 nee ““""1 TL “e9z ‘ge eee ess oo oa SUOJSS8OUOD 
as. ““=""1 $L 080 “28 18 “£06 ‘€ 6L “SES “EZ PI 108 6 aes Se a — a 
SF ‘ZL9 SI ey goeeaecy Se SF 229 ‘SI geo ge Saale 8F ‘229 ‘8ST oe he ) an va 040 ‘ato dete} ‘seuty 

a :9mr00 
le LW ‘989 | 2 Le “805 ‘esl 06 "3e8 ‘tes 6 “680° i 8t ‘999 ‘862 | £0 80 “861 ‘R61 pao ee es ee ee — . 
ee Se ee 62 ZIE ‘O8Z J "T98 “8% 08 “SLL ‘FFT eee free eee ee ee . 
ee Ae LT 018 ‘II Z9 “069 er ‘6z9 ‘0 ~—«|:O@ “OBE |--- eeecesaee a ; 
——_— i... 26°168 ‘2S 8 ‘299 % SO ‘P86 ‘6T i . uvuejuTem ‘yueuIdinbe 
es 2 ee OL ‘O16 ‘Sh 29 ‘0LZ ‘82% 8%" 16h ‘Tet | O8 ‘SFI ‘16 NT = : . _— 
Sb PE6 “SOF L€ “808 ‘ect Il ‘929 % GE “822 “LT 80 ‘BLL ‘SI | 89 ‘6Ig ‘99 e+ — 
9& “6TS ‘ee G8 "S09 ‘6h eee) ee we £8 "898 'S 89 “FF0 ee ee : 
LE “1¥€ ‘OOT 00 “£08 ‘OOT ae peeesoge~<* = : 18 papanentan-ape Senn ; 
€F “128 ‘61 LI ‘$66 % 92 “LL8 ‘OT 58 ‘SIP “LE8 °8 £8 “0z9 ‘2 F 
Lb 626 ‘6E 0s ‘8 26 ‘216 ‘68 £9 ‘219 ‘8 es ‘S19 ‘2 19 “629 ‘ST sta ot 
G8 "22 ‘O6I$ =| G8 “96FS 00182 681$ | S6°I6I EIS | 8 CIF FITS | BI VELTOS |---~—- 
| BO 
vole pus vole pus 
qaod.ie [e0],| Jeqj}0 pues Bttrye210do Sutpting SuIpting vore ZUTpue’ | 
[8I0L pewuey [euyusey, | 


| uoTjON.sueD 





£961 ‘1g ‘9aq Buipua syjuow gy] 


LHOdulY TVNOILVNUGLNT LNVSIOJY 





‘auvog 


‘uau 


DIS sishjpUD 7805 


NOILVIAY SNV 


aTUQ MIN 











42 











FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 
Computation of net an 
¥ at ca a | ey casas ss 
| Landing {| Terminal | Rented | Total 
area | building | building operating 
| and area and area | 
I Fc Ieencnthiactiicesentes : = ne meen analog ead : 
Total cash expenses-.--..--...--.-- ~--------| $198, 193.03 | $293, 556.38 | $41,089.49 | $532, 838. 90 
ee siete heneaideentsil 63, 174.01 | 24, 263. 92 26, 715. 7% 114, 153. 71 
Total expenses____-._--- diet hen 261, 367. 04 317, 820. 30 | 67, 805. 27 646, 992. 61 
Less satellite income.__...............----.----| 20, 353.68 | 186, 854. 67 13, 859.89 | 221,068. 24 
i | —--———-—— -|- —-.- ——.-— eevertensstsadiserie ees hepenctanoasst 
Expenses chargeable to basic users.......| 241,073.36 | 130, 065. 63 | 53, 945. 38 } 425, 924. 37 
Basic user income--_- biwliae a eteanwi 4 238,192.54 | 186,942.13 | 52, 277. 16 | 477, 411.83 
Net profit (loss) ._-...-------- el (2,820.82)| 55,976.50 |  (1,668.22)| 51, 487. 46 
Bond interest expense -__....-.....----- << 63, 861. 25 | 89, 143. 61 | 8, 098. 89 |} 161,103.75 
1 aeseeatieminsenetesteipipercinass a 7 oe ‘ abe 
Net (loss) after depreciation and bond | | 
ee | (66, 682.07)| (33, 167. 11) (9, 767. (109, 616. 29) 





Detail of control accounts 


Landing area: 
Direct costs: 
Personal services: 
Supervision = 
Field maintenance 
Ship cleaning - - - 


Total. ._.. 
Contractual services: 
Utilities purchased 
Land rental 
Operating services 
DR ee eR ee he 
Supplies and materials: 
tenance supplies 


Special current charges: U niforms, ramp 
guards 3 ~ Fes Ra 
Equipment, special repairs and improve- 

ments: Runway marking_- ae 


Allocated costs: 
Administrati ive Se 


General shop and equipme nt maintenance- 
Utility system _____- 


Total 


Terminal building and area: 
Direct costs: 
Personal services: 
NUN o.oo oa ier inne 
Building maintenance--_.........------ 
Janitor and porter services rendered 


Contractual services: 
Utilities purchased 
Janitorial services 


Operating and main- 


11)} 


—expenses for the 12 months ending Dec. 31, 1957 


$6, 380. 40 
53, 587. 28 
2, 168. 51 


62, 136. 19 


, 097. 41 
093. 40 
988. 80 


. 61 


3, O44. 
$86, 519. 68 


91, 148. § 
19, 934. 05 
590. 50 
—— 111, 673. 35 


198, 193, 03 


$9, 851. 
65, 479. 
39, 121. 


_114, 452. 83 


68 
19 
96 








16, 684. 03 
2, 430. 53 
8, 504. 27 





_ 22, 618 83 
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Detail of accounts—expenses for the 12 months ending Dec. 31, 1957—Continued 


Terminal building and area—Continued 
Direct costs—Continued 
Supplies and materials: 
Building and area maintenance 
Janitorial supplies - -- - 





ROG eae. cosas 
Equipment, 
ments: 
Repairs to terminal floor 
Miscellaneous repairs - - 


special repairs and 


Total... 2. 


Allocated costs: 
PIERO. 22 5 oo ces ce ccceaseeeeabeaes 
General shop and equipment maintenance_ - - 
Utility system 


Total 


Rented buildings and area: 
Direct costs: 
Personal services: Maintenance of hangars_-__ 


Contractual services: 
Utilities purchased _-_____-. 
Building maintenance services 


Total os Hiei an a iE 
Supplies and materials: Maintenance sup- 
plies 


Allocated costs: 
Administrative_ -__- 
Utility system _- 


Total 


Total operating expenses - 


$4, 663. 37 
3, 555. 96 
618. 26 

8, 837. 59 





131, 491. 28 
2, 657. 87 
10, 629. 15 


$13, 191. 98 


3, 255. 99 
361. 54 


3, 617. 53 





418. 84 


23, 270. 62 
590. 52 


$148, 778. 08 


144, 778. 30 





293, 556. 38 


17, 228. 35 


23, 861. 14 


41, 089. 49 


532, 838. 90 
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FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 


ADMINISTRATIVE 


Personal services 


Total cost allocated to 


Landing area 
Terminal! building and area 
Rented buildings and area 


Total. 


TIER i oa oe mca na newumm ewan See $38, 936, 11 
General office personnel -_-_--...-.--..---------- 40, 366. 23 
rs errr nr 447, 29 
Fire department maintenance-_____-._.--.-_-_-- 3, 946. 31 
Accumulated compensatory time paid_________-- 4, 643. 18 
Sueal... eleesue PiGindkanuccddeeawdewnwenues 88, 339. 12 
Contractual services: 
UGS <n aces naan ca miaune alee 6, 507. 50 
EE NO oan ie ativan ee ES eke 2, 613. 76 
en a i pe cs Bsa a ws ws 15, 517. 50 
Fire department salaries and services__-_---- wwon- 61, 120; 86 
NE NN we aoe 31, 364. 63 
Dues, subscriptions and publications etiam eins 1, 583. 62 
NE Te FE oc sa umsdvakiannaduas 759. 00 
Telephone and telegra: st... LeeAnn ee SG a 
General services (machines, advertising)_..____-__ 3, 583. 49 
ee eat a wma ee wieldlataia 126, 897. 7] 
Supplies and materials: 
Office supplies Sea 2, 699. 14 
Medical supplies_ rig teas oe ghee ie oe lemme Ae aes Peer aero 27. 21 
Fire department supplies s fd Dee 3, 186. 19 
Miscellaneous - - cal as Setar oad ce ee ao 159. 75 
Bots. .+2. Ste eas Sade as ass rT 6, 072. 29 
Special current charges 
Workmen’s eompen nsation insurance___-- phonies 3, 636. 00 
Employee retirement and social security “contri- 
butions__---_- sas ca lal a em 
Policemen’s uniform Raat eee : 117. 04 
Miscellaneous -_ - : 537. 53 
Total. . = alata a RN tks 24, 290, 57 
Equipment, special repairs and improvements: 
Improvements to city hall office_- ii acini apanarat-s Zire 44 
Miscellaneous : ia Ne Nn laa 33. 90 
Se ek ee wae ewe nee aceon ‘ 311. O1 


$245, 


Detail of secondary cost centers for the 12 months ending Dec. 31, 1957 


910. 7 


, 148 
, 491. : 
3, 270. 


910. 7 
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GENERAL SHOP, EQUIPMENT, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 


Personal services: Mechanic and repairmen. -.--...- $10, 591. 09 


Contractual services: 


45 


Detail of secondary cost centers for the 12 months ending Dec. 31, 1957—Con. 


591. 


92 


Insurance, vehicles__ E chime belebragic 501. 47 
tepair services to vehicles Sasenangtihel 65. 14 
OM ee cc sain cca ta 566. 61 
Supplies and materials: 
Maintenance of vehicles mse pmeaes 4, 818. 64 
Gas:and oil _ ; : Sat 3. 009. 06 
General shop operating supplies - - a 3, 554. 05 
Total _. . ; 11, 831. 75 
Equipment, special repairs and improvements: Re- 
pairs to maintenance office Sameera 52. 47 
SSS 22, 591. 92 
Total cost allocated to— 
Landing area Kelicgtet aos wwe Rg ae ea ; ; 19, 934. 05 
Terminal building and area__- en ss sasha ata oti eeal ght 2, 657. 87 
SOM ie EE Rictacas se cgseagasas ead ate seni 
UTILITY SYSTEM 
Personal services: Maintenance and operation ne $8, 950. 49 
Contractual services: Sprinkler system services. __. 637. 69 
Supplies and materials: Sewage system maintenance__ 1, 321. 99 


Equipment, special repairs and improvements: Engi- 
neering services, rehabilitation pumphouse-_ -----_-- 900. 00 


Total cost allocated to— 


Landing area a See 590. 50 
Terminal busine ang Area... . 2.3.6. ee es a 7 10, 629. 15 
Rented Guiness San Se8 ne 590. 52 

is és sesos mocha ca 9 eer ache decades pale, Wah eee ae ee ae 11, 810. 17 


29451 os 4 


arc geepe 





A A RR EO TN 
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FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 


Detail of control accounts—Revenues for the 12 months ending Dec. 


LANDING AREA 
Basic user income: 
Space rentals: Petroleum companies--_--- 


$6, 000. 00 
Landing fees: seals 


Scheduled airlines. .............-- .. 184, 413. 02 
Scheduled airlines parking -_ pa 2, 295. 99 
Nonscheduled and itinerant__ ss coins 
Nonscheduled and itinerant, parking . 7,041. 50 
etm... rae cata : re 


7. 86 
Fuel sales: Petroleum companies 16, 814. 68 
Satellite income: 

Reimbursed expenses: 


Sale of utilities___ : ectog 8, 841. 41 
Minsceliancous.....<. 2 2 cc5uk bse 459. 73 
MR Soo ee ee “ adiaw 9, 301. 14 


Concessions: Catering meals_ ee es 
Ground rentals: Agriculture __ __- wens 


7, 451. 20 
345. 50 


Management sales and services: 


Pl Airline ship cleaning - - -- 3, 147. 84 
Itinerant ship cleaning - - i 5 a 108. 00 
WORE 5 ost wece 3, 255. 84 
EN ee so a 
TERMINAL BUILDING AND AREA 


Basic-user income: 
Space rentals: 


A a. __. $45, 439. 67 
Government agencies _ _ ; : ee 6, 130. 31 
Insurance, parking, and car rental com- 


panies’ minimum rental 


, 91. 
Others (including Dobbs operations) - -____- . 44, 554. ; 
Adjacent buildings___._______- . 4, 225. 80 
MN aMetaiichas OE Ecdnens i eat a eg opal lee 186, 942. 13 
Satellite income: 
Coin machines: 
NE Si i gna a ad tae 2, 870. 50 


Rest room locks 10, 640. 14 


4, 890. 30 


eS a a ee ha 68. 17 
Relaxalators - ie ae a ah es sa 165. 53 
Perfume and miscellaneous_______-_______- 


37. 84 


Te a a a ie ss stays ces RO eee 
Reimbursed expenses: 
Sale of utilities______- Re ee ae ae li, 204.44 
Miscellaneous____-_-__- Ses sd a Ga es ms 655. 82 
Contract work_-_.__- 5ixinns tuapandieacaten eared 5, 955. 20 


yo EE ee ee ee ee eee eee 23, 845. 79 








31, 1957 


~ 


$238, 19% 


or 
we 


t 


20, 353. 68 


258, 546. 22 


186, 942. 13 
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Detail of control accounts—Revenues for the 12 months ending Dec. 31, 1957— 
Continued 


TERMINAL BUILDING AND AREA—Ccontinued 
Satellite income—Continued 
Concessions: 


Car rental, insurance, and parking com- 
panies’ in excess of minimum rental___-- . $54, 012. 17 


Others co ai taal areas = 1, 240. 94 
Total_ _- ere gta sc macaaniw, see a 
Advertising: Signs _- 5s aed elie eee cones Sea 960. 00 


Ground transportation: 








Limousine and taxi ecmm acini ease _... 40, 068. 09 
Bus__ x ssotatewews 520. 00 
Total — wet Fait ae ae . 40, 588. 09 
Management sales and services: 
Janitor service: 
Airlines co scetenswawewates : 5, 519. 00 
Government agencies Seer een ae 895. 32 
Others _ - . eect date tafe ma ‘ 970. 00 
Porter service: 
Airlines gue ed: Se ee 40, 023. 38 
Itinerants wh « cdi eth t eee ee 127. 50 
Total ei sl vs sa 3 ch necesita cla tala 47, 535. 20 
= = $186, 854. 67 
Total ec dc he ie ade ae 373, 796. 80 


RENTED BUILDINGS AND AREA 
Basie user income: 
Space rentals: 





Hanser Band C, airtings...... = ..=. cece. $51, 557. 16 
Hangar B, freight company._........---.--- 720. 00 
§2.277.16 §2277. 316 
Satellite income: 
Reimbursed expenses: 
Peas On WENIOE. cs cbc odes cas wean toe 3, 789. 15 
Miscellaneous wate ws wesmeeaeemees 114. 66 
3, 903. 81 
Ground rentals: Unimproved ground___-__------ 7, 256. 08 
Management sales and services: Sale of janitor 
CTD heist Shin bee Hae sy etna a oe 2, 700. 00 
—_———— 13, 859. 89 
SOUR Sa, J cone eel ena eidenenacdhaneds eae eae 66, 137. 05 





BObAR OPORAGNE TIOONND: ccs icndindecncns nb adbuawasaa 698, 480. 07 


: 
: 
: 
: 
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Exursit 111-A-9a 


Ciry oF PHILADELPHIA—PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND NORTH 
PHILADELPHIA AIRPORT 


Statement of revenues and expenses, accrual basis, for the year 1957 




















International Combined 
Philadelpi 
Operating revenues: | | 
ne ea ssbb ameieaas $589, 592.66 | $13, 604. 94 | $603, 287. 60 
OO 8 nace Sakic ised cosines aa | 435,354. 21 | 532. 20 435, 886. 41 
ee 18, 000. 00 4, 800. 00 | 22° 800. 00 
Consumer services by concession...............-......--.- |  §92, 257. 98 5, 697, 21 597, 955. 19 
I  einariniemmnmnel 96, 322. 69 3, 433, 39 99, 756. 08 
Airport-operated consumer services_...........----------- 58, 192. 44 | 214. 84 58, 407. 28 
ea acs emmmunnrinetaieds | ll, $30. 63 3, 854. 22 15, 164. 85 
Total operating revenues (schedule 111-A-9b)-.------.-- 1, 801, 050. 61 | 82, 226. 80 1, 833, 2 77. 4 
Operating expenses: | 
ii ila 4 ete beensubbboaahsaenl | 111,693.10 | 184,512.41 | 296, 205. 51 
Sn oe ee 2, 522. 59 | 2, 601. 06 | 5, 123. 65 
Terminal building area__-____--_-_------- menace tinh siatiiass | 382, 582. 42 51,174.09 | 433, 756. 51 
Management sales and service.___---------------------- | 12, 035. 31 1, 060. 53 | 13, 095. 84 
Other areas and ng RE EAS ES eee .| 54, 239. 81 2, 059. 98 | 56, 299. 79 
a ee | 299, 684. 41 20, 202.26 | 319, 886. 67 
OEE CEE GIOIOE. 8 occa cnencacusccncunsn< | 862,757.64 | 261,610.33 | 1, 124, 367. § 2) 
General expenses: | 
DEIR IN Wa. nckis ons cdi ance cncdnoddasaccens | 739, 783. 20 143, 176. 80 882, 960. 00 
Real estate taxes, Tinicum Tow nship, Delaware C ounty.. 42,460.71 |. etbaeied 42, 460. 71 
Depreciation and amortization._._..............-.------ 694, 520 . 01 42, 862. 62 737, 382. 63 
Total operating and general expenses (schedule 111- 
A pln ie att a ite teenmenivtbictkatieberesiniedicoateinlannbiiaia 2, 339, 521. 56 447,649.75 | 2, 787,171.31 
Net loss for the year (schedule 111-A-9b)-_....-...---...| (538,470.95); (415,422.95)| (953, 893. 90) 


Reconciliation of operations, seincaseictaioeted basis and accrual basis, for the year 1957 


Budgetary basis 


jEncumbrance, Increase ! Decrease * 
basis 


Revenues.._-- pices $1, 813, 380. 76 


Operating and general expenses: 


Personal services 684, 216. 16 





Purch: se of services ROE tea 236, 973. 89 $65, 015. 06 $59, 375. 22 
Materials and supplies_--- ; oo —_ 94, 651. 88 5, 522. 50 7, 946. 07 
Equipment ac 7, 182. 60 1, 395. 67 3, 617. 51 
Contributions, indemni efunds, and taxes_........-- 46, 524.44 |...... 
Estimated uncollectibl eceivabl cdma sonia pas ainael 
Interest on bonded debt. ‘ ee Shes 
Depreciation and amortization = “ pedals 
Total operating and general expenses__.....--- aiiitcmek Ae Geet 71, 933. 23 70, 938. 80 
Excess or (deficit) of revenues iienindibndbniniechiipepaoa 743, 831. 79 71, 933. 23 70, 938. 8 
1 Expenditures applicable to prior years’ encumbrances. 
2 1957 appropriations encumbered at Dec. 31, 1957. 


Item Amount Paid bs 
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©OUNTY OF ALLEGHENY, DEPARTMENT OF AVIATION, GREATER PITTSBURGH AIRPORT 


Statement of revenues and expense 









































Net profit (loss) . 
Depreciation, contributed assets 


| 
Increase 
Particulars This year Last year or de- 
crease (—) 
_ Spleied ae ee — _ eipens - ae 
Revenue: 
acto ccc eadbae pent ncdee anand abana $514, 024 $396, 305 $117,719 
Ramp service fees__- sciieslaras tan recoil teasip seapapdoicn ar kdenaipaicaal 40, 429 34, 652 5,777 
Storage and parking aah se es ee 5, 000 5, 698 —698 
Other contract fees- M aaoe kiddies parceneaeeienael 142, 949 128, 372 14, 577 
Rentals . . ate ‘ Z shaaeatea 312, 583 268, 051 44, 532 
Concessions... . — 1, 038, 474 837, 665 | 200, 809 
eS cee aaeeeiemment 94, 510 87, 413 | 7, 097 
a CE No. ceo cs ox me sicrexsoes wo io ab wish arene cede Oeramanch tacagica eon 5, 301 4, 725 576 
Rentals, dwellings -_- ilecaaietie 2, 510 2, 070 440 | 
Miscellaneous----- -- mane 540 1,173 —633 
eiences- 2, 156, 320 e 766, 6, 124 | 300, 196 
Operating expense: er ae ee 
Salaries_ --- ~ tine 235, 278 224, 462 | 10, 816 
Wages -_.-- on 352, 610 | 314, 089 38, 521 
Miscellaneous services - - = ae shen 216, 530 | 212, 232 4, 298 
Supplies __ -- ee 29, 310 | 24,779 4, 531 
I ic a acai cnn aia ss ch wee ao Ue adele eee eae mae ae 21,910 | 18, 386 3, 524 
Repairs. sk detail 3, 641 | 1, 953 1, 688 
cs canines nei ae om bite wea Saeed a Renker sada eat 4, 912 | 5, 137 | —225 
Improvement schedule sigh abhescesdialtaebinpdaletiaciaiaataian 87, 239 80, 868 6, 371 
Charges to or from inventories -- sininepaichdeiarsiae —12%4 —2, 624 2, 500 
ikgaseeccscscapsnceubbasemecccubadgudunnandusneuses 951, 306 | 879, 282 | 72, 024 : 

Balance from operations, favorable-. Sika mp 205, 014 oF 886, $42 | "318, 172 ; 

Other income, miscellaneous wnt seein tonite 660 662 | —2 
WO is Ecce saat aaa ean 1, 205, 674 4 | 887, 504 | 318, 170 ; 

i= ——— — ——<—<—<—=— ————— — t 

Fixed charges: : 

Average annual bond interest siacnonies eae 249, 645 231, 631 18, 014 : 
Average annual capital cost charge. caaielee aaa 617, 633 | 575, 160 | 42, 473 ; 
Total. .--- aig debi bankck ib alieinaaadtariata aaa 867, 278 is 806, 791 60, 487 I 
Balance, applied to deficit of prior years (deficit deferred) --- | "338, 396 ” 80, 713 * api: ‘257, 683 ; 
ee ss - - t 
LAMBERT-St. Louris MunictpaL ArRport 

Profit-and-loss statement—April. 1956 through March 1957 | 

Airfield area: | 
Revenue- x ta'aidh etait ah eae an re aan $266, 199. 86 
Expenses ising wine deh cooks Ce oui ae hee ee eee 108, 517. 10 : 

Operating profit (loss) : wit cic 0 ee cate 157, 682. 76 

Depreciation, city acquired UDINE. sos ccedneat cea tm Caceaatont 163, 195. 49 
niacin — ’ 
ING (ROY (HONE ooo ore ads oc oo mcdeeatemes eaten (5, 512. 73) } 
Depreciation, contributed assets____----.-----.--____---- (128, 143. 17) 
ee ; 

Net profit (loss) overall _ - wigan Dla Be oe eran tae (133, 655. 90) 

Old terminal building area; 
Revenues ; = eee ae 20, 416. 12 
Expenses - ssf eon eae aaa aa eet 47, 2607. 67 

Operating profit (loss) __- wes ciate eae : 26, 851. 55) 
Depreciation, city acquired assets__------ 3S aa a ‘y 4, 947. 97 


Net profit (loss) overall 








(41, 799. 52) 
735. 44 


(42, § 534. 96) 
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LAMBERT-ST. LOurs MUNICIPAL AtrRPorT—Continued 


Profit-and-loss statement—April 1956 through March 1957—Continued 


New terminal building area: 


se. ie eae na se 
paponees.. ~~... <: Se en ee ta ee eee 
Gnerene prent- Gees)... . .......-.......--. 
epreciation, city aequired assets........-.----- 
Dep tion, city juired asset 
pee ne CONS eS heres cesdeses de ass 
Depreciation, contributed assets_-_.....--------- 
Net profit (loss) overall__.-...-....------ a 
Hangars and other buildings area: 
eevee Ceecmegavepayapee Bae sear Sekt 
Seo ee a 


Operating profit (loss) -__- aera enol 
Depreciation, city acquired asse BV ere EN 
Net profit (loss) - nt 

‘ Depreciation, contributed assets _- 


Net profit (loss) overall. ._-...-..-..--- 


Other areas: 
Revenues 
Expenses _ 


Operating profit (loss) ___- meiraneseta 
Depreciation, city acquired asse Nas 
Net profit (loss) - . aes 

Depreciation, contributed assets _ ane 


Net profit (loss) overall _ - - 


Total airport: 
Revenues_- 
Expenses - - - 


Operating profit (loss) __- ie 
Depreciation, city acquired assets 


Net profit (loss) -.--..----------- td 
Depreciation, contributed assets........-..----- 


(loss) overall 


Net profit 





$799, 928. 53 
512, 620. 63 
287, 307. 90 
158, 356. 66 

28, 951. 24 
1, 081. 24 


127, ! ne 00 


152, 477. 
26, 081. 
126, 395. 82 
74, 138. 06 
52, 257.7 


76 
5, 118. 39 


30 
48 





7, 139. 37 


, 650. 80 
7, 071. 60 
, 979, 20 
, 842. 94 


(6, 263. 74 
2, 686. 37 





(8, 950. 11) 


1, 248, 672. 61 

701, 558. 48 
547, 114, 13 
419, 481. 12 
127, 633. 01 
137, 764. 61 


(10, 131. 60) 
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DIvISION OF AIRPORTS, CLEVELAND HOPKINS AIRPORT, CLEVELAND, OHIO 


Income and expense—Jan. 1—Dec. 31, 1957 





























1956 total | 1957 total | Increase or 
decrease 
Income: | | 
amen iittala S | $475,879.07 | $505,196.23 | $20,317. 16 
CE CI oo disk cts occ do ce iiaanmintsn et | 120, 107. 41 128, 228. 52 8, 121. 11 
Consumer services and miscellaneous. --.-........-------- 702, 588. 31 823, 034. 82 120, 446. 51 
I sen iniadiiaccnateedaiinee nae sedenii a dciiagaietiind sticnipia iti | 1, 298, 574. 79 | 1, 456, 459. 57 157, 884. 78 
Operating expenses: } 
a i a ager nites | 262, 995. 14 | 
NE eh ak code SETI SE MNES Tar 7, 634. 37 
i ice ata scaisses ante sishags tibia catia aimee ititagia aptlamctia 85, 901. 16 | 
I HI cence ncaiecedaccnatessnuasdouneinore |} 117,748. 59 | 
I I iiss cin toe daeen bees at 42, 026. 21 | | 
DICE CRMUINII 6 6 3c aicenannenwescecsecng teeeemnabee | 81, 428. 25 | 
| —| 547,733.72 | 
Other expenses: | 
Insurance... .- mdlecce J. ati dc ebtnhensinks ap hain | 1, 333. 80 | 
Workmen’s compe nsation.. i Sedecdabe cadena al 3, 497. 32 | 
Retirement fund............-----. islapbipaiiniesatemmeneaaeare 19, 695. 76 
[me 24, 526. 88 | 
Total operating expense..._.........---..-.--- hide dde spoectadabeedekel "572, 260 60 | 
GrGSs OPO IPGUR OUUBOEIOIG 6 oo ii ininc es wdecnscdnsckinciapsasstiaenterenteales ged 884, 198. 97 
Administrative - - ae iene es bok Sapa iM cc tanned eka aameee “92, 343. 34 
III act Mitachahate: ucentvigraaeivign damabeansacmitenseaialn oS eee ae "664, 603. 94 | 
Mep TORR: sche la. - iduckultdcedandeaka aided ecb cke bacukek lsbdeceo dadeaee Sgt Ghhoaadudet | 791, 855. 63 
a a ae  eaail ae 513, 078. 76 
REIGOTENG CEP GOES oo ea tek acucswancudotenans Z c 226, 050. 91 
Loss on sale of fixed assets ......------ sada tec theiec cas 5, 805. 71 
—_—— — 744, 935. 38 | 
Net pra@t alter adiustinents asusceese actin «9 ssscccegeknenweyns hogan avqwinaian = lowearboniinieue | 46, 920. 25 


MINNEAPOLIS-Sr.. PAUL METROPOLITAN AIRPORTS COMMISSION 


Series V and VI prospectus 








l Pe eee Pe eS a 
Year | Revenue | Operating | Capital | Debt service | Net require- 
expenses | expenditures | ment 
ee cee eo fies || Sie eee? SAT ed 0 A | $18, 142. 23 
1944 idatacstonttec pean $5, 777.40 | a 844. 90 tt eee 14, 095, 91 
K ann wan f } 178, 252. 90 |) 9 Oh OF opey 
ae -------| 220, 767. 99 1) Hs Fhe If 12, 966. 25 iene ay de. cabled 272, 775. 40 
s i 1 790, 30. 19 | file | cena 
MGiscakciclins ati aal bai | 401,043. 52 |{ 400,512.01 |} 155, 334. 30 J------------ 323, 832. 98 
» 
we. Jeu. Bor ae | 481, 267. 61 o in = i} 266, 800.96 |.....--.--..- 415, 043.07 
SS 8 ot cts. SE 568, 143. 46 | 663, 995. 92 553, 527. 60 $82, 579. 60 | 731, 959. 66 
as i lhititapta- iliac | 663, 952. 03 779, 234. 14 | 1, 637, 362. 30 | 133, 875.00 | 1, 886, 519. 41 
DN cadbchates sabecedion meee 753, 065. 28 | 947, 869. 80 2, 510, 257. 23 243, 375.00 | 2, 948, 436.75 
MND: abs nibiivddnttnnnigd eh dtenetd 835, 939. 32 | 1, 117,373.82 | 1,814, 900. 53 237, 375.00 | 2,333, 710.03 
Re ae <caiieae kaeeeniencd 962, 504. 16 1, 194, 332. 94 | 1, 152, 790. 80 241,475.00 | 1, 626, 094. 58 
1953 wi cicadcwubeceatecnnssasscs) Spe Geen | eee elnlee | 178, 537.25 | 235, 300.00 | 585, 142. 99 
I cl eine es ial 1, 146, 032.17 | 1,316, 562. 16 | 612, 217. 96 | 247,125.00 | 1,029, 872. 75 
Pe wtbkhusene encosaceacccacennt tp ae ae) 1,406 Cae | 827, 210. 72 | 256, 362.50 | 1, 208, 246.06 
WG wchicivtiiahoaa cia a ae 1, 375, 181. 30 | 1, 525, 537.05 | 849, 997. 86 | 267, 100. 00 1, 267, 453. 61 
OOS. shnasken _...---| 9, 841, 204. 34 |11, 973, sateen 10, 584, 967. 97 | 1, 944, 567. 10 i114, 661, 325. 43 


| | j 
| i 


1 Engineering, planning, survey and serial omit of me isenetnen area includes $4,191,583.05 of State and 
Federal aid. 


NotTe.— Due to expanded program, it is estimated that our net requirement will be approximately 3 times 
as great as in recent years. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Rogers? 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Secretary, I noticed on page 6 of your statement 
you refer to section 6, in which you point out the possibility of main- 
tenance being authorized, the maintenance of the airport. Isn’t it a 
fact that that could absorb the money made available and still there 
would not be any money ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is one objection. The other objection is 
that every sponsor of an airport project has signed a contract with 
the Federal Government in which that sponsor has agreed to be re- 
sponsible for the maintenance costs, and this seems to us would vio- 
late and vitiate the terms of any of those contracts. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you mean it could be used as a provision releasing 
them from the obligation ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your testi- 
mony here this morning. 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is always a 
pleasure to appear before your committee. 

The CHarrMan. We are always glad to have you. 

Our next witness is Mr. William B. Hartsfield, mayor of the city of 
Atlanta, Ga., and chairman of the airports committee, American Mu- 
nicipal Association. And you also represent the conference of 
mayors? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF 
ATLANTA, GA., ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSO- 
CIATION AND UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 


Mr. Harrsrrietp. Yes; in order to save your time, both municipal 
organizations decided to use and submit to you the same testimony 
through me. 

I would like to submit for the record the testimony here to be put 
in the record. 

First we thank you for this opportunity to hear the views of the 
American cities, both large and small. We speak not only for the 
big city airports, but for the little cities. The airports that hope 
some day to be big airports, the airports that may not have the reve- 
nues to enable them to build at their own expense, and may I say, 
Mr. Chairman, that we are quite used to following the distinguished 
Secretary for Aviation, and quite used to Sarat is opposition. 

I think the distinguished gentleman opposed in the ents the bill 
of Senator Monroney—opposed it there—and I recall that 4 years ago 
he opposed the bill under which we are now operating. 

I would like at this time to read our prepared testimony, which is 
rather short: 

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am William B. 
Hartsfield, mayor of the city of Atlanta, Ga. I am appearing here 
today on behalf of the American Municipal Association and the 
United States Conference of Mayors. 

I am chairman of the American Municipal Association’s committee 
on airports. Through its affiliated leagues of municipalities and the 
direct membership of cities in 49 States, the District of Columbia, and 
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Puerto Rico, the American Municipal Association represents nearly 
13,000 cities, towns. and villages of all sizes. 

I am also vice chairman of the legislative committee of the United 
States Conference of Mayors and have been a member of its advisory 
board since 1939. The conference represents some 300 cities with 
populations of 50,000 or more. 

Both municipal associations heartily support and endorse the ex- 
tension of the Airport Act and the increase in the level of aid made 
available for the program as provided in the Senate-passed bill, 
S. 3502. 

The Federal airport program must be accelerated and a substan- 
tial increase in funds must be made available to make possible airport 
facilities adequate to meet the requirements of modern aviation. 

A recent national survey indicates a need of more than $1 billion 
of airport development in the next 4 years. At least $375 million of 
this will be needed in the fiscal year 1959, and $275 million in fiscal 
1960, less than half of which can be raised by local sources. 

Under the current Federal program, not more than $63 million 
‘an be anticipated from the Federal Government for fiscal year 1959. 
By an immediate increase in authorization for fiscal year 1959 of an 
additional $100 million much urgently needed construction can be 
accomplished. ‘This survey indicated that the major areas of “sub- 
stantial labor surplus” can readily accommodate 30 to 50 million dol- 
lars of Federal funds on their airport development projects alone. 

A more detailed presentation is contained in a brochure, The Fed- 
eral Airport Program Should Be Extended, which was prepared by 
the American Municipal Association, the United States Conference 
of Mayors, the Airport Operators Council, the American Associa- 
tion of Airport Executives, Inc., the National Association of County 
Officials, and the National Association of State Aviation Officials. 

Copies of the brochure have already been forwarded to each Mem- 
ber of the Congress, and we are providing you with additional copies 
at this time. I should also like to request that the brochure be made 
part of the record to be included at the conclusion of my remarks. 

I should also at this time like to request, Mr. Chairman, that the 
attached national municipal policy statement of the American Mu- 
nicipal Association on the airport program and a resolution on this 
subject passed at the 1957 Annual Conference of the United States 
Conference of Mayors also be included as a part of the record. 

The CuHarrman. It may be done. 

Mr. Harrsrievp. All of us here, I believe, recognize the tremendous 
importance of an adequate transportation system to the well-being 
and productive capacity of our great Nation. Since the birth of this 
country there has always been a recognition of the role the Federal 
Government must play in the development of such a system. Post 
roads, I believe, are specifically mentioned as an area of Federal re- 
sponsibility in the Constitution. 

In promoting and guiding the development of the national trans- 
portation system, the Federal Government has traditionally been un- 
stinting in assisting in the Development of our inland waterways sys- 
tem and our highway network. 

While it is not now making any direct contribution to the opera- 
tions of the railroad industry it did in effect by very substantial land 
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grants contribute a great deal to the early establishment of our rail- 

road system. This is not in any way intended to imply that such 
Federal aid was unwarranted; rather, we would generally agree that 
Federal aid has for the most part been timely; that it has and does 
serve the best interests of the Nation. 

We overlooked the fact that, a few years ago, the Federal Govern- 
ment aided the railroad with direct appropriations of grade separa- 
tion funds to enable them to eliminate many hazardous and expensive 
crossings. 

By the same token, however, we submit that a continuation of 
assistance under the Federal Airport Act for airport construction, 
which has thus far been relatively small compared to aid extended to 
other transportation industries, is consistent with the traditional poli- 
cies of the Federal Government. The promotion of a total transpor- 
tation system designed to keep pace with modern-day needs is clearly 
a legitimate and proper role for the Federal Government to play. 

In 1946, this country’s domestic airlines carried over 12 million 
passengers nearly 6 billion miles—in 1957, they carried 44 million pas- 
sengers over 26 billion miles. Aircraft operations, not including 
local training flights, jumped from 4 million to something over 16 
million during the same period. 

President Eisenhower has pointed out that: 

The rapid technical advances in aviation and the remarkable growth in the 
use of air transportation have confronted the Nation with serious aviation 
facilities problems. 

Every airport in the Nation is crowded and overcrowded, which I 
am sure you are conscious of and as you know. 

In calling for the preparation of a comprehensive aviation facilities 
plan, the President predicted that a delay in its formulation would— 
invite further congestion of the airspace, needless hazard, economic loss, incon- 
veniences to users, and possible impairment of the national security. 

According to the President’s special assistant, Mr. Edward P. Cur- 
tis, in a report filed by him with the President on May 10, 1957: 


We have already passed that point in time where our aviation facilities are 
capable of safely and efficiently handling all the aircrft seeking to fly. 


He also noted that: 


While in 1936 there were 5 million takeoffs and landings at the Nation’s air- 
ports, there are now 65 million, and 150 million are forecast in 1975. 


Mr. Curtis goes on to predict— 
a need for a twofold increase in the capacity of our Nation’s airports by 1975— 
and ads that— 


ground facilities dealing directly with passengers will require even more spectac- 
ular increases in capacity. 

The Curtis report stresses the fact that airports are an “integral 
part of the system of aviation facilities.” It goes on to point out that 
airports, unlike other elements of the system, are “designed, built, and 
financed by local authorities.” 

The report recognizes that— 


the increase in overall traffic will require modernization of airports and an 
increase in their number. 
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It concludes: 


This imposes a necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure 
that airports do not become a neglected element of the system and, thus, be a 
future bottleneck. 

I believe that at this point it is eminently clear to all of us that a 
considerable construction effort for airports is an absolute essential 
if the air transportation system is to stay abreast of technological 
improvements in aircraft design, increasing passenger, freight, and 
military demands. It is an effort which we must make if we are to 
serve our own best local and national interests. 

During the past 18 months there has been considerable talk, both 
in Washington and elsewhere throughout the country, that the Fed- 
eral Government has been assuming too large a share of the financial 
responsibility for the construction of local public works. 

The general tenor of these statements carries the implication that 
the lion’s share of the benefits resulting from such construction accrue 
exclusively to the local government and, therefore, the local govern- 
ments should assume the lion’s share of the cost. The impact of 
these public-works construction programs on the national welfare 
and their unquestioned importance to national productivity is treated 
hghtly, if at all. 

Because of the frequency of allegations that the State and local 
governments are not doing anywhere near enough on their own behest, 
I should like to quote for the benefit of the committee some relevant 
statistics concerning the expenditures of State and local governments 
for public works during the last 10 years and the lengths to which 
they have gone to finance this effort. 

Since 1945, some $75 billion in new State-local construction has 
been put in place. We can conservatively estimate, in spite of this 
substantial effort, that a public-works backlog—still a hangover from 
the war years—of some $50 billion still exists. 

The annual rate of State and local expenditures has more than 
doubled since 1948 from less than $16 billion to over $37 billion a year. 

State and local tax collections have increased from $13.3 billion 
in 1948 to something over $28 billion annually. 

Since 1948, total State and local debt has increased substantially— 
from $16.2 billion to over $47 billion today. 

Actual construction expenditures of State and local governments 
were approximately $14 billion this year. Annual total construction 
expenditures, it is estimated, will amount to something close to $26 
billion a year by 1968. 

In view of the limited tax resources of the States, and particularly 
local governments, I submit to you that the facts show a tremendous 
effort on the part of these units of government to meet their public- 
works responsibilities. I believe it is a fact well known to all of you 
that over 70 percent of all governmental spending for civilian pur- 
poses in the United States is being financed by the State and local 
governments. 

Local government investment in the construction of airport facil- 
ities has thus far constituted a major share of all funds expended for 
such purposes. Further, Federal assistance, even at the level proposed 
S. 3502, will not relieve local governments from a very substantial 
future investment in airport construction. 
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For example, as of the end of 1955, funds expended for airport 
development in 19 of 21 major or hub areas exceeded $579 million, of 
which over $388 million came from local sources. 

Up to now, my own city of Atlanta has invested over $26 million, 
while receiving approximately $8 million in Federal funds. Even 
with this sizable investment, we know that additional millions must be 
expended by us to provide future safe approaches for modern jet 
aircraft. 

The community’s investment in its airport program is far from 
being limited to the purchase of land, the construction of terminal 
buildings, runways, aprons, or the installation of secondary run- 
ways, high-speed turnoffs, concourse-area improvement, and the im- 
provement of taxiways which are needed to accommodate the jet air- 
craft which we hope will be serving us in the next few years. 

Airports, like any other land use, must be served with waterlines, 
sewer lines, power-transmission lines, and adequate supporting high- 
way facilities, all of which are, for the most part, local investments 
financed largely by local government. 

Just a few days before I left Atlanta, I found that we had an addi- 
tional expenditure of a million and a half dollars put on us at the 
airport. What for? To get the airport traffic out onto an express 
road. The Federal Government told us they would not build it. The 
city of Atlanta has got to provide, at its own expense, an additional 
million and a half dollars to get the traffic out of the airport onto the 
expressway. 

The nature of the airport problem and the peculiarities of the 
aviation industry dictate that the airport must be a true public facility 
to be made readily available to both commercial and private users and, 
further, to supplement the airport facilities of the military. 

In this capacity, because of the peculiar role that they play, air- 
ports are not amenable to, at least at this stage of their development, 
defraying their capital and opertaional outlays by service charges or 
other sources of revenue. 

If S. 3502 is not passed and the cost of needed airport construction 
is left for our local governments to assume, I can assure you that the 
gap between airport capacity and aircraft potential will widen. 

Advances in the field of air transport will be paced, in effect, by 
the abilities of each local government to raise the wherewithal neces- 
sary to finance terminal facility construction. This will be a slow 
pace, indeed, and will be different in every part of the country. 

The Federal Government must recognize its legitimate responsi- 
bilities and assume a fair share of the financing load. Unless it does, 
we will have to be content with a second-rate national air transporta- 
tion system, one which falls far short of measuring up to our real 
needs and national resources. 

We are pleased for the cities, large and small, at the prospect of a 
5-year extension to the airports program. Five years will enable 
municipalities to do some needed long-range programing of improve- 
ments and additions. 

As we have already emphasized, we feel that the primary impetus 
for the development of an effective and modern national system of 
airports must come from the Federal Government. Further, in addi- 
tion to the development or the promotion of major terminals, a sup- 
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plemental systems of airports to serve feeder lines should be developed 
to support the major national system, and these airports, along with 
the major systems, should be eligible for Federal assistance on a 
continuing basis. 

Many of those reports on feeder line will have very little revenue 
with which to finance their own improvements. 

Section 5 of S. 3502: Section 5 of the bill would, in effect, exclude 
as an eligible project cost under the Airport Act: 

* * * the cost of acquisition or construction of that part of a project intended 
for use as a passenger automobile parking facility, and the cost of construction 
of those parts of passenger or freight terminal buildings and other airport admin- 
istrative buildings intended for use as bars, cocktail lounges, nightclubs, theaters, 
private clubs, garages, hotel rooms, commercial offices, or gamerooms, or such 
other use which, in the opinion of the Secretary, is not essential to the welfare 
and safety of those persons using airports for public aviation purposes * * *. 

Section 8 of the policy and programing objectives of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration establishes the following guideline with refer- 
ence to Federal-aid funds and their use for the construction of terminal 
facilities: 

Federal-aid airport program funds may be used to develop adequate airport 
buildings to the extent necessary to satisfy the functional requirements of civil 
aviation. Facilities associated with the airport terminal buildings will be eligible 
for Federal funds only to the extent that such facilities are required for the 
safety and reasonable comfort and conveniences of passengers and users of the 
airport. 

Insofar as we have been able to determine from our municipal air- 
port administrators, this particular policy guideline, as established by 
the CAA, has proved generally satinbactory! both to the CAA and local 
gov ernments responsible for the construction of airports in determin- 
ing the amount of Federal money which can be made available for the 
construction of airport terminal facilities. 

Further, we believe that the provision itself is not amenable to 
equitable administration on the part of Federal authorities involved. 

Terminal facilities, by their very nature, require restaurants, park- 
ing lots, especially in order to adequately serve the air-traveling public. 
Terminal buildings are designed to serve people in the process of air 
travel during those periods they are either waiting to embark on air- 
craft or waiting to collect luggage, meet friends, et cetera. The cri- 
terion for the size of the terminal facility is based on the volume of 
people to be served. The restaurants or other concessionaires in the 
airport buildings also act to provide people with places to wait and, 
as such, serve the basic function for which the terminal facility w as 
designed. 

Thus, for the following reasons, we urge that section 5 of S. 3502 be 
disapproved by this subcommittee on the basis that (1) existing CAA 
policies are presently adequate to eliminate any unwarr anted use of 
Federal funds for the construction of facilities not requisite for the 
safety and reasonable comfort and convenience of airport users; (2) 
the proviso would be extremely difficult to administer; (3) applica- 
tion of the rule would probably have an uneven effect and would fre- 
quently result in the inequitable treatment of some airport agencies; 
and (4) it might unnecessarily deter the initial construction of facili- 
ties adequate to meet the future needs of the terminal building itself. 
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Gentlemen, the passage of S. 3502 is essential to the future develop- 
ment of a modern, effective, and efficient air-transportation system 
for the Nation. 

You simply cannot handle 1960 jetplanes on even a 1950 airport. 

Development at the pace required by technological advances in 
aircraft design, the continual increase in passenger and freight air 
travel, and by the demands of civil and military defense consider: ations 
is beyond the capacity of local governments to finance alone. It is 
neither equitable nor wise to assume that they can do it. 

Now, gentlemen, with reference to my own city, the Atlanta Air- 
port, I would like to give you a short breakdown. 

We are preparing to spend approximately $20 million there in 
the creation of a modern terminal, increased taxiways. We are 
doing approach clearance as required by the CAA. We are building 
parking lots. We are, as I told you, connecting the airport road with 
an expressway system to get people away. That total expenditure 
is going to approximate $20 million. Of it, the Federal share, which 
is the appropriation throughout the course of the existing Federal 
program, the Federal share is only $4,500,000. 

Mr. O'Hara. Will you get a contribution from the State, Mayor 
Hartsfield / 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Not a cent. All the State of Georgia has done 
for us was to collect gas tax up to such time as we got out from 
under it. : 

The CHatrman. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Harrsrievp. Yes, sir. 

The CyarrmMan. Well, let me thank you on behalf of the committee 
for your appearance and your statement here today representing the 

American Municipal Association and the United State Conference 
of Mayors. 

Mr. Harrsrrevp. Mr. Chairman, may I make one more remark ? 

Someone asked the Under Secretary of Commerce if they had any 
airports that are self-contained and able to finance themselves, and 
would they get that information. This same question was asked Mr. 
Rothschild by Senator Monroney in the Senate hearing. 

I am informed that the Department did send out over the country 
to get financial statements from airports. I know that CAA promptly 
asked us. I think we were No. 1. And we submitted one. 

We are certainly not operating at a profit and I have heard of 
no airport that is, and I think “if there were any that were, Mr. 
Rothschild would have the information ready for you now because 
theye were asked that same question by the Senate committee holding 
hearings on this bill. 

The CHarrman. Mayor Hartsfield, the pamphlet that you sub- 
mitted, The Federal Airport Program Should Be Extended, will 
be received for the files. 

(The document referred to will be found in the files of the sub- 
committee. ) 

The Cuarrman. There is no way we can put pictures in the printed 
record. 

Mr. HarrsrFietp. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. So it will be received for the files. 

Now, you wanted also other information included in the record. 

Mr. Hartsrieip. Yes. 
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The Cuamman. I would like to know how extensive it is before 
I order it put in the record. “Federal Aid to Airports,” which is a 
resolution of the United States Conference of Mayors. 

Mr. Hartsrrevp. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. That will be included in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


FEDERAL AID TO AIRPORTS 


Whereas civil transportation by air has become and will continue to be vital 
to the economy of this country and to the prosperity and well-being of the 
American people; and 

Whereas a continued program for the modernization, expansion, and better- 
ment of the civil airports of this country is necessary to keep pace with the 
present and future developments of aircraft and to assure to the people the 
economies and benefits of civil air transportation ; and 

Whereas such a program is for the benefit of the country as a whole and not 
for the particular localities in which such airports are situated: Now, therefore, 
it is 

Resolved, That the United States Conference of Mayors favors the indefinite 
continuance of a Federal program, such as that embodied in the Federal Airport 
Act, providing for the making of Federal grants to local public agencies in aid 
of the constructon, improvement, betterment, and modernization of civil airports, 
and making available for that purpose each year adequate Federal funds in at 
least the amounts which have been provided annually in the past. 


Mr. Harrsrietp. Also a statement of policy of the American Munic- 
ipal Association. 

The Cuamman. Well, is this it, this printed paper / 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. There must be another page. 

Mr. Harrsrrevp. It is on the back. The statement begims with 
“No. 21, airports,” and goes over and includes the balance of what is 
called page 14. It begins on page 13. The word “21, airports.” 

The Cuamman. And this is what? <A statement of 

Mr. Harrsrietp. This is a statement of national policy adopted by 
the American Municipal Association convention, the last convention. 

The CHarrman. Well, all right. We want to get it identified in the 
record, 

Mr. HarrsFievp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Let it be included in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


AIRPORTS 


Municipal airports serve the interests of the municipality, the Nation, com- 
mercial airlines, business and private aircraft, and other airport users. The 
financing of the airports should recognize this diversity of interest. To the 
extent that the Federal Government needs airports for national defense, air- 
mail service, or other uses, it should contribute to the capital and current costs. 
Fiscal relations between the municipalities, airlines, and other airport users 
should be on a strict business basis, controlled either by contracts which guar- 
antee the municipality a fair return as air traffic grows or by published tariffs. 
Long-term leases at absurdly low rates between airlines and municipalities do 
not protect the public interest nor investment in airports. The State govern- 
ments may render valuable help in developing a coordinated system of air- 
ports, but the States should not participate in airport matters unless they are 
willing to assume part of the financial responsibility. We, therefore resolve: 

21-1. Federal aid for airports should be continued in a long-term authori- 
zation basis comparable to Federal aid for interstate highways and for the 
Federal-aid primary, secondary, and urban system (1956), revised 1957). 
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21-2. The association is directed to take whatever steps are appropriate, in- 
cluding the submission to Congress of future clarifying legislation, if neces- 
sary, for the inclusion of resealing of bituminous pavements and the cost of 
replacing joint sealing in rigid pavements as items eligible under the Federal 
airport program (1955). 

21-3. American Municipal Association committee on airports is directed to 
ask Congress to amend the Statutes and Instruments of Transfer pertaining 
to municipal airports to eliminate “recapture clauses” pertaining to leasable 
airport property (as distinguished from flight and aircraft operational areas) so 
that such leasable areas may be used to the greater advantage for the support 
of the airports (1954). 

21-4. The combined pressures of civil and military airport requirements have 
overtaxed terminal facilities and are creating serious airspace problems in many 
localities. Congress has recognized that adequate civil-airport facilities are as 
essential to the national economy as the interstate highway system and has au- 
thorized a 4-year program ending June 30, 1959, totaling about $260 million, 
to partially assist local governments in their efforts to meet this need. Unless 
and until steps are taken to resolve conflicting use interests between civil and 
military aircraft, the purposes of the Federal-air program cannot be attained, 
and military authorities can continue to prevent cities from seeking to cooperate 
in planning, providing, and operating adequate civil-airport facilities essential 
to the normal growth and development of national civil transportation require- 
ments. 

Cities do not contest the requirements of the military for airport facilities 
to provide for the national defense, nor do they resist the joint use of civil air- 
ports for commercial and military aircraft where conditions permit such joint 
usage. They do contend that civil aviation requirements, based on present and 
future need, must be given priority consideration, and that military usage of 
ground facilities and airspace can, and should, be so planned and controlled so 
as not to prevent the fullest possible development of civil aviation facilities. 

In support of the basic American principle of supremacy of the civil ever the 
military, we recommend that: 

(a) Funds appropriated for military airport purposes be so controlled 
as t@® assure the least possible disruption of civil aviation facilities and 
services. 

(b) Any agency, commission, or advisory group charged with the re- 
sponsibility of investigating and resolving conflict of interest between the 
military and civil authorities on the construction, use, or operation of 
existing or proposed civil-airport facilities be so constituted as to provide 
at least equal representation of civil aviation interests on such commission 
or advisory body. 

(c) With the completion of the long-range study of the Nation's re- 
quirements for aviation facilities by the President’s special assistant, the 
work of the Airways Modernization Board in implementing the plan should 
be vigorously pursued. 

(d) Military airports should not be planned, improved, or constructed if, 
in the opinion of local civil authorities, the acquisition, improvement, or 
construction of such military facilities will prevent the development of 
civil-airport facilities in the same vicinity, adequate to meet the ultimate 
civilian needs of the area (1956, revised 1957). 

21-5. The American Municipal Association endorses the activities of the Air- 

yays Modernization Board in its airport research program and other matters 
relating to modernizing aviation facilities, and further offers its support for any 
necessary expansion of the board’s program in this vital area (1956, revised 
1957). 

21-6. The American Municipal Association protests the clear zone require- 
ments laid down in the CAA Administrator’s regulations, part 550, as a condition 
precedent to granting of funds under the Federal airport program since (a) jus- 
tification has not been shown for imposition of this requirement, (b) urgently 
needed airport development is being delayed or made impossible by this addi- 
tional burden, and (c) adequate approach protection is assured by the sponsor 
under section 11 of the Federal Airport Act (which requires the sponsor to ade- 
quately clear and protect aerial approaches by removing, lowering, relocating, 
marking, or lighting or otherwise mitigating existing airport hazards and pre- 
venting the establishment or creation of future airport hazards) ; and, therefore, 
if the CAA continues to make this a requirement the Federal Government should 
pay 100 percent of the costs of acquiring these clear zones (1956, revised 1957). 





th 
in 
xT 


CO 
en 








FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 61 


21-7. The American Municipal Association endorses the following administra- 
tive and legislative principles: The Secretary of Commerce should be authorized : 
' (1) To enter into grant agreements with local public agencies in advance of 
the years during which the grant funds are available for payment ; 

(2) To make grants on account of work done prior to the actual signature 
of grant agreements provided such work is done in accordance with plans approved 
by him. 

(3) (a) To make grants out of funds available during any year on account of 
work done during any prior year pursuant to a grant agreement, if the funds 
available during such prior year were insufficient for that purpose. 

(b) No person other than the United States or the local public agency who is 
a party thereto should be permitted to sue upon a grant agreement. 

(c) Asa condition to the making of a grant, the local public agency should not 
be required to make commitments except as follows: (1) To maintain facilities 
and services for public use by aircraft operators, passengers, and other persons 
for the same purposes and of substantially the same nature, type, and capacity 
as those at the airport when the grant agreement was signed; (2) to construct 
and maintain the project to which the grant relates; (3) to provide and maintain 
such other specifically described facilities or services, if any, as may be agreed, 
and (4) to make all facilities and services provided for public use available 
upon reasonable and not unjust, discriminatory terms and conditions. 

(d) Differences in the terms, conditions, and charges set forth in leases or air- 
port use agreements having terms of a year or more (or differences between such 
terms, conditions, and charges and those upon which facilities or services are 
made available to those who have no such leases or use agreements) should not 
constitute a basis for claims of unjust discrimination. 

(e) The local public agency should not be held to be in breach of a grant 
agreement because of any failure to perform due to conditions over which it has 
no control. 

(f) Grants should be treated as purely in aid of civil airports and not as 
consideration for use by Iederal aircraft; that no condition be imposed in grant 
agreements regarding use of Federal aircraft; and that any agreements for such 
use be negotiated separately upon their own merits (1957). 

The committee on airports recommends that the statements contained under 
the “Other recommendations” section be incorporated under the appropriate sec- 
tions of the airports policy statement (1957). 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 
21-8. The Civil Aeronautics Board has failed to provide the people of the cities 
of the United States with the air service to which they are entitled, and is appar- 
ently hopelessly enmeshed and entangled in a morass of procedures and hearings 
from which it has been apparently unable to extricate itself for a period of years. 

The performance or nonperformance of the Civil Aeronautics Board presents 
a dismal picture, and the municipal leaders are of the opinion that this agency 
of the Government has woefully mismanaged the air route certifications of the 
United States. 

The Civil Aeronautics Board has made no attempt toward the regulation of 
the schedules of the various airlines to protect the public, resulting in nonuse, 
inadequate use, and misuse of certificates granted. 

It is, therefore, resolved by the American Municipal Association that the Con- 
gress of the United States be memorialized to give this matter investigation and 
consideration in the immediate future, so that remedial legislation may be 
enacted to provide for more efficient regulated air service (1957). 


The Cuatrman. Now, I think it would be helpful if the National 
Airport Survey, which is on the flyleaf, the back page of the pamphlet 
which you submitted, The Federal Airport Program Should Be Ex- 
tended, I think it would be helpful if this survey would be included 
in the record, too, along with—— 

Mr. Harrsrieip. Yes. We ask that it be included along with the 
balance of the pamphlet. It is very valuable information, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Allright. It will be included. 


29451—58 5 
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(The flyleaf referred to is as follows :) 
NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY (JULY 1, 1958, TO JUNE 30, 1962) 


Jointly conducted by National Association of State Aviation Officials, Airport 
Operators Council, American Association of Airport Executives 


Funds avail- 


Publicly Airports Cost of able and 
States owned reporting projects anticipated Additional 
airports projects planned from local | funds needed 

planned and State 


sources 




























Alabama 45 16 $16, 260, 000 $8, 130, 000 $8, 130, 000 

Arizona ; 34 11 11, 087, 825 6, 469, 705 4,618, 120 

Arkansas 36 10 1, 688, 016 1, 055, 000 633, 016 

California 234 43 128, 596, 386 26, 692, 953 

Colorado 56 18 24, 175, 010 12, 649, 488 

Connecticut- 8 9 11, 861, 000 5, 202, 240 

Delaware 3 0 

Florida_- 100 12 11, 800, 000 2, 413, 500 

Georgia 63 13 , 576, 814 10, 285, 060 

Idano Os 19 3, 133, 260 f 2, 616, 720 

Illinois 50 87 82, 225, 000 61, 229, 500 20, 995, 500 

Indiana 37 39 14, 367, 050 7, 765, 450 6, 601, 600 

lowa ; 61 49 8, 254, 072 4, 594 7 

Kansas 110 8 5, 290 

Kentucky 23 37 19, 882, 500 

Louisiana 42 11 16, 442, 413 

Maine 28 14 3, 585, 500 

Maryland 12 5 13, 598, 500 

Massachusetts 23 38 26, 804, 500 

Michigan 128 125 64, 182, 735 

Minnesota 97 19 29, 502, 600 

Mississippi 35 19 4, 575, 500 

Missouri iu 49 19 13, 334, 925 

Montana 103 24 5, , 008 

Nebraska 79 13 6, 082, 875 

Nevada 51 s 5, 767, 000 

New Hampshire 13 9 

New Jersey 13 4 

New Mexico 47 17 

New York 49 26 

North Carolina 36 8 

North Dakota 68 12 

Ohio 47 20 

Oklahoma 75 17 

Oregon 54 15 7, 552, 694 

Pennsylvania ae 49 29 91, 284, 399 

Rhode Island 4 4 3, 028, 250 

South Carolina 34 20 5, 166, 000 

South Dakota 55 28 1, 649, 400 

Tennessee 43 41 28, 102, 400 19, 035, 550 9, 066, 

Texas i 181 35 28, 342, 474 15, 496, 329 12, 846, 

Lo 5 47 17 8, 750, 657 4, 540, 135 4, 210, 

Vermont ; 11 11 2, 274, 750 1, 137, 375 1, 137, 375 

Virginia e ; 31 22 8, 753, 592 3, 719, 450 5, O34, 142 

Washington a 89 17 8, 101, 965 4, 604, 880 3, 497, ORS 

West Virginia 27 9 8, 928, 000 4, 064, 300 4, 863, 700 

Wisconsin . 63 29 15, 214, 500 7, 744, 950 7, 469, 550 

Wyoming e 37 23 2, 236, 568 1, 207, 942 1, 028, 626 
Total, Siates_____. seal 2, 678 1,079 |1, 025, 726, 661 571, 552, 503 454, 174, 15s 

TERRITORIES 

Alaska 5 as 178 51 15, 903, 500 1, 838, 850 14, 064, 650 

Haw iii 14 5 21, 231, 500 14, 000, 000 7, 231, 500 

Puer.o Rico 4 3 4, 084, 000 2, 269, 000 1, 815, 000 
Total, Territories 196 59 41, 219, 000 18, 107, 850 23, 111, 150 
United States total 2, 874 1,138 |1, 066, 945, 661 589, 660, 353 477, 285, 308 


The CuHarrmMan. Now, any questions Mr. Roberts? 


Mr. Roserrs. I would just like to say to the mayor that I think 
he has made a very fine contribution to this hearing, as he always 
does. 

Mr. Harrsrieitp. Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Roserrs. I would like to commend him on the statement, and 
just one brief question. 

You point out, I think quite well, that the States—rather, the local 
governments, let. us say the cities, have done a very wonderful job 
in carrying their part of this burden, and now I would like to ask this 
further question. 

How much under this 5-year program would be Federal money ‘ 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Under the new 5-year program ‘ 

Mr. Roperts. Yes. 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Well, the new 5-year program in the bill which 
came over from the Senate, as I understand, we get $63 million this 
fiscal year. It will be upped $100 million. 

The Cuarrman. Up $112 million. 

Mr. Harrsrrevp. I think it would be a total of $112 million. 

The CuatrmMan. It goes to $175 million for this fiscal year. 

Mr. Harrsrievp. Yes, but $63 million is already apportioned. 

The Cuatrman. All right. That would be $112 million and $100 
million each year for the next 4 years. 

Mr. Harrsrretp. $100 million each year. 

Now, that is for not only continental United States, Alaska, Ha- 
wail, and Puerto Rico. 

The Cuamman. The 49 States. 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roserrs. Do you know of any additional local sources of rev- 
enue that haven’t been tapped that could be tapped to carry forward 
this program / 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Congressman, I speak for Atlanta. We are lit- 
erally searching for sources of revenue. We are taking every penny 
that we can get out of vending machines, restaurant concessions, 
everything that we can manage out there to get money to form the 
basis of revenue certificates. The Atlanta Airport issued several 
years ago $2 million in revenue certificates. Before the bankers 
would buy them, they required that we pledge all of the revenue and 
set it aside as a fund. 

Now, we have discovered due to the burgeoning of these airports 
and increasing size and all of the things that go along with it that 
we have got to issue, in order to do this job, and I say to you that 
what we are building there is beg built by the traffic demands and 
it totals $20 million, and in order to do it, we have got to issue $5 mil- 
lion more revenue certificates in order to finance the present program. 
We don’t know where we are going to get this money if we don’t get 
some help. 

Mr. Ropertrs. Thank you. 

Mr. Harrsrietp. Now, in addition to that, the CAA and the CAB 
are threatening a new regulation for runways which will have the 
effect both of extending them and flattening them, and that means 
more millions in the acquisition of property, and it also means a 
manner of approach of those jetplanes, a flat approach that we think 
is going to increase our damage suits and our troubles with our 
neighbors. 

So, the same agency of Government, the Department of Commerce, 
that says don’t give us any money is sending us—threatening us with 
new regulations that increase our operation by millions. 
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Now, I want Mr. Rothschild to get on that side if he is economical. 

Mr. Roserrs. I think you have a very good case. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Harrsrieip. And I want to say this. All these millions and the 
new flight paths and electronic flying will do nobody any good unless 
we have adequate airports. Still the most important thing about 
aviation is taking off and getting back down. 

The Cuairman. Any further questions ? 

Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to compliment the 
mayor for an excellent statement, and I agree with his query as to 
the Assistant Secretary of Commerce. How inspection people get 
along with all these demands that are made on them I can’t quite 
understand myself. 

Mr. Hartsrtevp. Gentlemen, since this present National Airport 
Act was adopted that we are operating under, they have imposed 
additional regulations on the Atlanta Airport that cost us $1.5 million 
in approach zones. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Flynt? 

Mr. Frynr. Thank you. 

Mayor Hartsfield, I want to join with the chairman and my col- 
leagues in thanking you for your appearance here today and for 
bringing us this information. ‘It will cert: tinly be of value when we 
study the bill we have under consideration. 

I would like to ask you this one question. Do you foresee a time in 
the reasonable future when the operation of airports will become a 
self-sustaining operation ? 

Mr. Harrsrietp. No, sir. Like old Patrick Henry, “We can only 
judge the future by the past,” and we have never seen anything but 
more and more money, more and more problems. ‘Today we have got 
the jets imposing even unknown problems on us. The city is today— 
I speak now of the fairly large cities, and I want to impress you with 
the fact that we represent, too, here the small cities, the ones that are 
going to have problems of operating airports and insufficient revenue. 
They, too, are going to be greatly benefited, but those cities that oper- 
ate jets have unknown problems of loading. Today we are trying to 
build a new terminal, and we yet haven't the answer as to whether the 
jet will be loaded from the ground or from the second story. We are 
going to be faced with additional maintenance charges. Those run- 
ways have got to be cleaned. You can’t run a jet down those run- 

rays and suck up a horseshoe or a piece of iron or rock, and it is going 
to impose enormous maintenance problems on those cities from which 
jets are operating, and then we have got, as I said—incidental prob- 
lems have begun to arise. We have h: ad such an influx of people and 
traffic to our airport that we have had to replan the whole area, the 
streets and highways around it, to enable the people—— 

The Cuamman. We have two more witnesses to hear. I know Mr. 
Flynt is not through, but we have got—— 

Mr. Harrsrieitp. Any more questions? 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Flynt, have you got more questions of the 
mayor ? : 

Mr. Fiynt. I have one more question. 

Do you feel that the Government, either State or local, must con- 
tinue indefinitely to bear a large portion of the cost of airline oper- 
ations? 
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Mr. Harrsrietp. Congressman, I think that I must in all candor say 
to you that with the advent of the jet, it is becoming more and more 
a national problem. I think the Government will be in it forever, to 
an increasing extent, and may I say 

The CHatrmMan. Mayor, thank you very much for your appearance 
here. Again I want to express appreciation on behalf of the com- 
mittee for your contribution to this hearing. 

Mr. Hartsrrevp. Thank you, sir. 

The CHatrman. In behalf of the municipalities throughout the 
country. 

Mr. Hartsrrevp. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Is Mr. Tipton here? 

Mr. Jones, do you have a lengthy statement ? 

Mr. Jones. No. It will take just a couple of minutes. I will be 
glad to submit it for the record and just point out 

The Cuarrman. Your name is Foster V. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. You are director of airports, Louisville and Jeffer- 
son County, Ky., and chairman, legislative committee of the Airport 
Operators Council. 

You may have the privilege of including your entire statement in 
the record and then briefly explain and emphasize the major points 
that you desire. 


Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This will take only about 
3 minutes. 








STATEMENT OF FOSTER V. JONES, DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS, LOUIS- 
VILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY, KY., AND CHAIRMAN, LEGIS- 
LATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL, 
ACCOMPANIED BY E. THOMAS BURNARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL 


Mr. Jones. My name is Foster V. Jones. I am director of airports 
for the Louisville and Jefferson County Air Board, in Kentucky. We 
operate Bowman Field, which is an extremely busy general aviation 
airport and Standiford Field, which is a “medium hub” air-carrier- 
typeairport. Iam appearing before you today, however, in my capac- 
ity as chairman of the legislative committee of the Airport Operators 
Council, of which I am also a director and a past president. 

Mr. E. 'T. Burnard, executive director of the council, is here with 
me to assist in answering any of your questions. 

The Airport Operators Council is a nonprofit trade organization 
comprised of the organizations and agencies which own or operate 
the principal “large” and “medium” hub airports of continental 
United States, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. These airports handle 
approximately 76 percent of the domestic enplaned scheduled air 
passengers and 99 percent of the international and overseas scheduled 
air passengers. Our members also own and operate many general 
aviation airports. Although the council also has one non-United 
States member, in accordance with our bylaws, only the United States 
members have participated in the preparation of this statement and 
the deliberations leading thereto. 
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I would like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation to 
the chairman and members of this committee for scheduling these 
hearings, thereby recognizing the importance and urgency of this leg- 
islation, and the interest of the members in the airport development of 
this county. I also want to express our appreciation to Congressman 
McFall, of California; Congressman Dingell, of Michigan; Congress- 
man Tollefson, of Washington; and Congressman Bennett of Michi- 
gan, for their sponsorship of bills relating to this subject. 

We have submitted to the clerk copies of the Airport Operators 
Council statement for inclusion in the record. I will, therefore, limit 
my comments to a brief summary and shall be glad to amplify my 
remarks as the chairman or committee members may desire. 

A. Need for extension : 

We believe that there are compelling and urgent reasons both for 
the continuation of the Federal airport program and for a substan- 
tial increase in the level of the program. Briefly they are these: 

First, the stability in Federal and loc . planning , airport develop- 
ment made possible for the first time by this committee when it 
endorsed S$. 1855 of the 84th Congress—a bill which subsequently 
became the present 4-year program—will be lost when this program 
expires in fiscal year 1959, unless S. 3502 or a similar bill is passed 
by this Congress. 

Second, the interstate character of air transportation, the impor- 
tance of air transportation to our national economy and national 
defense, and the integral role of the : sirports in the development of our 
airways system all require that the Federal Government provide ade 
quate technical and financial assistance to assure that airport capacity 
will be kept in balance with airway capacity, with the technological 
developments in aeronautics, and with the air transportation needs of 
the Nation. 

Third, the air traffic growth in the United States continues un 
abated. Aircraft operations have quadrupled since 1946 and they are 
forecast to do the same in the next 10 to 12 years. 

Fourth, capital investment needed to bring the airport facilities up 
to the present and future requirements of the Nation’s air-tri ansporta- 
tion system is far beyond the capabilities of the communities to pro- 
vide without continued substantial help from the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

We, the refore, urge that this committee recommend the adoption of 
sections 1, 2,3, and 40f 8.3502 which would provide: 

(1) Ninety-five million dollars per year for each of the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1959, through June 30, 1963, for projects in the several] 
States; 

(2) Five million dollars per year for each of the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1959, through June 30, 1963, for projects in Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, ‘and the Vi irgin Islands; and 

(3) An additional $75 million for discretionary funds for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1959. 

B. Other provisions of S. 3502: 

We cannot emphasize too strongly our belief that the paramount 
objective of the Congress at this time should be that of assur ing (1) the 
continued stability of Federal and local planning for airport devel- 
opment to meet the needs of the Nation, and (2) that adequate Federal 
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funds be made available to make possible the accomplishment of the 
tremendous task that lies ahead. However, to assist the committee 
we wish to offer these comments on other provisions of the bill 

(a) With respect to the noneligibility of parking lots and certain 
other “concession” areas, we believe that these are details that should 
be more properly handled by the CAA or FAA in the administration 
of the act and should be deleted from S. 3502. 

(6) We heartily support section 7 which would require the an- 
nouncement by January 1 of the Federal-aid program for the fiscal 
year commencing July 1 of the same year. 

That is about all we have to mention in regard to our statement 
except that = have already included in the record the table which 
is attached, “National airport survey.” That doesn’t need to be in 
twice, | aa think. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Jones. As I have previ- 
ously stated, your entire statement will be included in the record, and 
as I assume, you would like to have the complete statement of the 
Airport Operators Council included along with your statement, too. 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. That will be received for the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Jones is as follows:) 

STATEMENT OF Foster V. JONES, DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS, LOUISVILLE AND JEFFER- 


SON CouNTY, Ky., AND CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE AIRPORT 
OPERATORS COUNCIL, ON S. 3502? 


| Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Foster V. Jones. I 
| am director of airports for the Louisville and Jefferson County Air Board, in 
{ Kentucky. We operate Bowman Field, which is an extremely busy general 

aviation airport, and Standiford Field, which is a “medium hub” air carrier 


type airport. I am appearing before you today, however, in my capacity as 
chairman of the legislative committee of the Airport Operators Council, of 
Which Lam also a director and a past president. 

The Airport Operators Council is a nonprofit trade organization comprised 

p of the organizations and agencies which own or operate the principal large and 

‘¢ meduim hub airports of continental United States, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

These airports handle approximately 76 percent of the domestic enplaned sched- 

uled air passengers and 99 percent of the international and overseas scheduled 

'- i air passengers. Our members also own and operate many general aviation 

airports. Although the council also has one non-United States member in ac- 

rf cordance with our bylaws, only the United States members have participated 
in the preparation of this statement and the deliberations leading thereto. 

I would like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation to the chair- 
rs nan and members of this committee for scheduling these hearings, thereby rec- 
| ognizing the importance and urgency of this legislation, and the interest of the 
members in the airport development of this country. I also want to express our 
appreciation to Congressman McFall, of California; Congressman Dingell, of 
Michigan; Congressman Tollefson, of Washington; and Congressman Bennett, 
ll, of Michigan, for their sponsorship of bills relating to this subject. 

We have submitted to the clerk copies of the Airport Operators Council state- 
a] ment for inclusion in the record. I will, therefore, limit my comments to a 

brief summary and shall be glad to amplify my remarks as the chairman or 
committee members may desire. 

My remarks today will be in two parts: 
int First, to the need for extension of the Federal Airport Act and an increase 
the in the level of the program as provided in S. 3502 and related bills, and 
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As it passed the Senate May 14, 1958 
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Second, to other provisions of S. 3502, including the ineligibility of certain 
concession areas and the eligibility of seal coating. 


A. NEED FOR EXTENSION 


We believe that there are compelling and urgent reasons both for the con- 
tinuation of the Federal airport program and for a substantial increase in the 
level of the program. Briefly they are these: 

First, the stability in Federal and local planning airport development made 
possible for the first time by this committee when it endorsed S. 1855 of the 
84th Congress, a bill which subsequently became the present 4-year program, 
will be lost when this program expires in fiscal year 1959, unless 8S. 3502 or a 
similar bill is passed by this Congress. 

The lead time in airport development—that is, the time necessary to do the 
enormous detail of planning, financing, and construction of airports and airport 
improvements—constitutes one of the most difficult and critical problems with 
which we are faced. 

Since 1955, when assurance was given by the Congress of at least 4 years at 
$63 million per year, the communities, for the first time, have been able to 
develop specific, long-range plans.” But, because the act is about to expire 
and because the funds available to date have been inadequate to achieve the 
tremendous improvements needed, we are now approaching a most critical 
period. 

The communities are now geared up to get this program off the ground, the 
basic engineering and economic studies have been made, and the projects await 
only the green light of financial ability to be carried out. 

Second, the interstate character of air transportation, the importance of air 
transportation to our national economy and national defense, and the integral 
role of the airports in the development of our airways system all require that 
the Federal Government provide adequate technical and financial assistance to 
assure that airport capacity will be kept in balance with airway capacity, with 
the technological developments in aeronautics, and with the air transportation 
needs of the Nation. 

An airport is not merely a local facility. It is part of a system, both national 
and international. 

The Congress visualized this in 1946 when it enacted the Federal Airport Act 
for the establishment of a nationwide system of public airports adequate to 
meet the present and future needs of civil aeronautics. 

To vastly increase the airways capacity without making provision for equiv- 
alent increase in airport capacity, including the passenger-, baggage-, and cargo- 
handling facilities, as well as those exclusively for the aircraft, would, obvi- 
ously, be folly. 

For our system of air transportation to properly serve the Nation, airport 
capacity must be kept in balance with airway capacity, the technological im- 
provements in the aircraft, and the contemplated increased numbers of passen- 
gers, aircraft, mail, and goods. 

Third, the air-traffic growth in the United States continues unabated. Air- 
craft operations have quadrupled since 1946, and they are forecast to do the 
same in the next 10 to 12 years. 

The historically conservative Civil Aeronautics Administration predicts that 
the Nation’s airlines will carry 66 million passengers and fly 35 million passen- 
ger-miles by 1960, just 214 short years away, and approximately double that 
again by 1970. Aircraft movements are expected to increase to 35 million by 
1970. 

This growth in airline passenger transportation has been, and will be, more 
than matched by other segments of aviation. 

In terms of airport facilities, the Curtis report predicts a need for doubling 
the airport capacity for handling aircraft and says that “ground facilities deal 
ing directly with passengers will require even more spectacular increases in 
capacity.” 

Fourth, capital investment needed to bring the airport facilities up to the 
present and future requirements of the Nation’s air transportation system is far 
beyond the capabilities of the communities to provide without continued sub- 
stantial help from the Federal Government. 

In order to determine the magnitude of the capital-investment needs of the 
Nation’s airports, a recent national airport survey was conducted jointly by 
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the National Association of State Aviation Officials, the Airport Operators Coun- 
cil, and the American Association of Airport Executives. 

The 1,255 replies received (about 44 percent) reported a tota! of $1,066,945,661 
of planned airport development in the next 4 years. About half of this, or $521 
million, is either on hand or anticipated from local sources, and another $68 
million is anticipated from State sources, but it leaves a deficit of $477,285,308. 

This $477 million deficit is spread fairly uniformly over the next 4 years, 
with requirements of $102 million to $132 million per year. The amounts set 
forth in S. 3502 are based upon the assumption that the requirements in fiscal 
1963 will continue to be as great as during each of the preceding 4 years. 

We know that the billion-dollar estimate for airport development is conserva- 
tive, not only because it represents numerically fewer than half of the Nation’s 
public airports, but, also, because many of the requirements for operation of 
jet aircraft are still unknown and were, therefore, not fully taken into account 
in these plans. 

The heavy demand of population growth has taxed to the limit in many com- 
munities the ability to raise large amounts for the schools, streets, hospitals, 
utilities, and other requirements of our modern civilization which, from the 
standpoint of the local taxpayer, must take precedence over airports. We air- 
port operators do our utmost to put our facilities on a self-supporting basis, and 
seek to assure that the direct users and those benefiting most from the airport 
pay their reasonable and proportionate share, but it is only by continued, and 
more substantial contribution from the Federal Government that the necessary 
capital improvements to airports can be achieved. The unavoidable and sober- 
ing fact is that the huge capital outlays required for airport improvements 
quickly outstrip the revenues they produce, and the rapid growth and obsoles- 
cence factor in aviation has made impossible the building of reserves for such 
continued explosive growth. 

Thus, it has been and will continue to be a real struggle and sacrifice by 
local communities to raise the matching funds necessary to obtain the Federal 
funds which have been available to date. However, the need for additional Fed- 
eral funds to provide a national system of airports is clearly evident in the his- 
torically substantial excess of requests by communities for Federal aid over the 
available funds. 

In conclusion, may I suggest that the time for action is now. 

The urgency of the matter has been publicly recognized by many of the 
members of this committee, and by some of your colleagues. 

Senator Lyndon Johnson, who spoke in support of 8S. 3502 when it was intro- 
duced, said that “the legislation proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma is of 
far-reaching importance. It is a challenge to act with speed worthy of the jet 
age. * * * J believe in building airports and in improving airports. And I con- 
sider there is economic wisdom in planning to accelerate the work at this time.” 

We, therefore, urge that this committee recommend the adoption of sections 
1,2, 3, and 4 of 8. 3502, which would provide— 

(1) $95 million per year for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, 
through June 30, 1963 for projects in the several States; 

(2) $5 million per year for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, 
through June 30, 1963, for projects in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands; and 

(3) an additional $75 million for discretionary funds for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1959. 


B. OTHER PROVISIONS OF 8. 3502 


We cannot emphasize too strongly our belief that the paramount objective of 
the Congress at this time should be that of assuring (1) the continued stability 
of Federal and local planning for airport development to meet the needs of the 
Nation, and (2) that adequate Federal funds be made available to make possible 
the accomplishment of the tremendous task that lies ahead. However, to assist 
the committee, we wish to offer these comments on other provisions of the bill: 

(a) With respect to the noneligibility of parking lots and certain other con- 
cession areas, we believe that these are details that should be more properly 
handled by the CAA or FAA in the administration of the act, and should be 
deleted from §. 3502. 

(b) We heartily support section 7, which would require the announcement by 
January 1 of the Federal-aid program for the fiscal year commencing July 1 of 
the same year. 
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Let me again express our appreciation to this committee for your interest and 
urge your early action on this bill. 
Thank you. 


(The statement of the Airport Operators Council referred to above 
is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL (INC.) IN SUPPORT OF S. 3502, 
A Britt To ExtTEND THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AT AN ACCELERATED RATE AND 
AT A HIGHER LEVEL 


We greatly appreciate this opportunity to express the support of our members 
to the extension of the Federal Airport Act and the increased level of the pro- 
gram as proposed in 8. 3502. 

We believe that there are compelling and urgent reasons both for the continu- 
ation of the Federal airport program and for a substantial increase in the 
level of the program. Briefly they are these: 

First, the stability in Federal and local planning airport development made 
possible for the first time by this committee when it endorsed 8S. 1855 of the 
84th Congress—a bill which subsequently became the present 4-year program 
will be lost when this program expires in fiscal year 1959, unless S. 3502 or a 
similar bill is passed by this Congress. 

Second, the interstate character of air transportation, the importance of air 
transportation to our national economy and national defense, and the integral 
role of the airports in the development of our airways system, all require that 
the Federal Government provide adequate technical and financial assistance to 
assure that airport capacity will be kept in balance with airway capacity, with 
the technological developments in aeronautics, and with the air transportation 
needs of the Nation. 

Third, the air-traffic growth in the United States continued unabated. Air- 
eraft operations have quadrupled since 1946 and they are forecast to do the 
same in the next 10 to 12 years. 

Fourth, capital investment needed to bring the airport facilities up to the 
present and future requirements of the Nation’s air-transportation system is 
far beyond the capabilities of the communities to provide without continued 
substantial help from the Federal Government. 


1. Importance of stability in the Federal airport program 


The lead time in airport development—that is, the time necessary to do the 
enormous detail of planning, financing, and construction of airports and airport 
improvements—constitutes one of the most difficult and critical problems with 
which we are faced. 

For instance, before major airport-construction jobs can be undertaken by 
local public bodies, it is first necessary to obtain comprehensive engineering 
studies. These can only be obtained after an extensive survey of the needs of 
the aeronautical users, the requirements of the nonaeronautical purposes to 
be served, the application of criteria and development guides of the Federal 
yovernment, and then all of this must be integrated into the factors of terrain, 
climatic conditions, surface transportation, and the myriad of other factors 
which will influence the ultimate effectiveness of the contemplated improve- 
ments. 

Economic feasibility studies are also required. 

Decisions must be made as to method of financing the projects. Before local 
funds can be raised, the taxpayers or bond purchasers must be convinced of 
the need for the improvements, the economic feasibility of the operation, and also 
of the availability of a reasonable amount of Federal participation. To obtain 
Federal funds, there is the usual Government procedures which include submis- 
sion of comprehensive engineering plans and numerous other details which 
are intended to protect the investment of the Federal Government. 

When financing has been arranged, then detailed specifications must be devel- 
oped for various stages of the construction, bids let and contract awards made, 
and finally construction begins. 

All of this may take as long as 5 or 6 years, and a minimum time for major 
projects (from start of plans to finished construction) would take from 1 to 2 
years. 

Because of this lead time, the effectiveness of the Federal-aid program is 
related directly to its stability both as to time and funds. 
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Since 1955, when assurance was given by the Congress of at least 4 years at 
$63 million per year, the communities, for the first time, have been able to 
develop specific long-range plans. But because the act is about to expire and 
because the funds available to date have been inadequate to achieve the tre- 
mendous improvements needed, we are now in a most Critical period. 

The communities are now geared up to get this program off the ground, the 
basie enginering and economic studies have been made, and the projects await 
only the green light of financial ability to be carried out. 


2. Airport capacity must be kept in balance with the air transportation needs of 
the Nation 

An airpert is not merely a local facility. It is part of a system—both national 
and international. 

It is something like a telephone. A single phone instrument has little utility 
unless it is a part of a system. An airport, although built, owned, and operated 
locally, is an integral part of our interstate airways system and of our 
national system of air transportation, and our great airports at places like 
New York, Miami, San Juan, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Honolulu, Seattle, 
and Chicago, to name but a few, are presently part of an international system 
of air transportation. The day is fast approaching when places like Atlanta, 
Pittsburgh, Kansas City, St. Louis, Denver, and other so-called inland cities 
may be as integral to the worldwide system of air transportation as are the 
coastal cities today. 

The Congress visualized this in 1946 when it enacted the Federal Airport 
Act for the establishment of a nationwide system of public airports adequate 
to meet the present and future needs of civil aeronautics. 

Although there have been times in the last decade during which it appeared 
that the executive branch of the Federal Government may have lost sight of 
this objective, we were pleased to note that Mr. E. P. Curtis, in his final 
report to the President on aviation facilities planning, stated clearly that— 

“Airports are an integral part of the system of aviation facilities. However, 
unlike other elements of the system, airports are designed, built, financed, and 
operated by local authorities. The increase in overall traffic will require a 
modernization of airports and an increase in their numbers. This imposes the 
necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure that airports do not 
become a neglected element of the system, and thus be a future bottleneck.” 

The imbalance that will result if airports are a neglected element of the system 
is apparent if we consider that the Airways Modernization Board and the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration are spending hundreds of millions of dollars on im- 
proving the air-traffic control and air navigation in order to (@) meet the pre- 
dicted increases in airline traffic in general aviation traffic in the next 10 to 15 
years, and to (0b) speed aircraft safely through the airlanes at subsonic speeds 
of about 600 miles per hour. 

To vastly increase the airways capacity without making provision for equiv- 
alent increase in airport capacity, including the passenger, baggage, and cargo 
handling facilities, as well as those exclusively for the aircraft, would obviously 
be folly. 

For our system of air transportation to properly serve the Nation, airport 
capacity must be kept in balance with airway capacity, the technological im- 
provements in the aircraft, and the contemplated increased numbers of passen- 
gers, aircraft, mail, and goods. 


8. Aviation’s phenomenal growth puts huge demands on airport development 

In 1946, the year that Congress passed the initial Federal Airport Act, the 
Nation’s domestic airlines carried slightly more than 12 million passengers a 
grand total of about 6 billion passenger-miles. In 1957, these figures had risen 
to more than 44 million passengers and over 26 billion passenger-miles. Last 
year, air transport reached an historic point in traffic development, for in that 
year the domestic airlines became the Nation’s leading mode of passenger trans- 
port, exceeding both the railroads and the intercity buses in passenger-miles. 
During this period, total aircraft operations (not counting local training flights) 
increased from 4 million to over 16 million. 

Furthermore, this past growth is only an indication of the future that lies 
ahead for air transport. All responsible forecasts predict this continued high 
rate of growth and expansion to 1970-75. For example, the historically conserv- 
ative Civil Aeronautics Administration predicts that the Nation’s airlines will 
carry 66 million passengers and fly 35 billion passenger-miles by 1960, just 2%4 
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short years away, and approximately double that again by 1970. Aircraft move- 
ments are expected to increase to 35 million by 1970. 

This growth in airline passenger transportation has been, and will be, more 
than matched by other segments of aviation. General aviation shows a future 
growth substantially in excess of scheduled air transport, reflecting the rapid ac- 
ceptance of aviation as an aid to business and agriculture. The general avia- 
tion fleet today numbers more than 65,000 active aircraft compared to 1,750 air- 
craft operated by the scheduled airlines. Itinerant aircraft (nonairline) move- 
ments are expected to increase 400 percent by 1975, according to the Curtis report 
of 1957. 

In terms of airport facilities, the Curtis report predicts a need for doubling 
the airport capacity for handling aircraft and says that “ground facilities deal- 
ing directly with passengers will require even more spectacular increases in ca- 
pacity.” 

Those who travel by air are well aware of the congestion at terminals such as 
Midway Airport in Chicago, La Guardia at New York, Columbus, and Minne- 
apolis-St. Paul, to name but a few of the present facilities which are bursting at 
the seams because of this growth. This overcrowded condition is being alleviated 
to some extent by the increased and improved facilities such as the new O’Hara 
Field at Chicago, the new terminal areas under construction at La Guardia, 
Columbus, the Twin Cities, Miami, Los Angeles, New Orleans, and Portland, and 
the recently completed modern terminals at places such as Cleveland, Dallas, New 
York International, St. Louis, and San Francisco, to name but a few. 

But even these great improvements haven't yet matched the present demands, 
and the additional requirements for the future are our real concern. 

4. Huge capital investment needed in airport development 

In order to determine the magnitude of the capital investment needs of the 
Nation’s airports, a recent national airport survey was conducted jointly by the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials, the Airport Operators Council, 
and the American Association of Airport Executives. 

Questionnaires were sent to the airport authority or community operating 
each of the 2,874 public airports in continental United States, Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, and Alaska, and to those communities known to be contemplating the de- 
velopment of a new public airport. The recipients.of the questionnaires were 
advised that the purpose of the survey was— 

“To provide a current appraisal of the funds required to develop public air- 
port facilities during the next 4 fiscal years (July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1962) to 
meet present and expected civil aviation requirements,” and “More specifically 
* * * to determine whether a deficiency exists between funds required and 
funds available locally, and, if so, the amount thereof.” 

The 1,255 replies received (about 44 percent) reported a total of $1,066,- 
945,661 of planned airport development in the next 4 years. About half of this, 
or $521 million, is either on hand or anticipated from local sources and another 
$68 million is anticipated from State sources, but it leaves a deficit of 
$477,285,308. 

This $477 million deficit is spread fairly uniformly over the next 4 years with 
requirements of 102 to 132 million dollars per year. The amounts set forth in 
S. 3502 are based upon the assumption that the requirements in fiscal 1963 will 
continue to be as great as during each of the preceding 4 years. 

We have tabulated this information by States and, with your permission, we 
would like to insert it in the record (exhibit A). For contrast, we would like to 
insert in the record also the distribution by States of $63 million authorized for 
fiscal year 1958 (as reported in the 12th Annual Report of Operations under the 
Federal Airport Act, 1957, recently presented to Congress) (exhibit B). 

We know that the billion-dollar estimate for airport development is conserva- 
tive not only because it represents numerically fewer than half of the Nation’s 
public airports, but also because many of the requirements for operation of jet 
aircraft are still unknown and were therefore not fully taken into account in 
these plans. 

Depending upon the number of runways that will have to be built, extended, 
or strengthened for the jets, together with cost of acquiring and clearing ap- 
proaches, as well as the construction of associated taxiways, runup pads, and 
ramp and terminal building facilities, we believe that as a conservative estimate 
several hundred additional millions will be needed in the next few years. 

The heavy demands of population growth have taxed to the limit, in many 
communities, the ability to raise large amounts for the schools, streets, hospitals, 
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utilities, and other requirements of our modern Civilization, which from the 
standpoint of the local taxpayer normally take precedence over airports. We 
airport operators do our utmost to put our facilities on a self-supporting basis 
and seek to assure that the direct users and those benefiting most from the 
airport pay their reasonable and proportionate share, but it is only by continued 
and more substantial contribution from the Federal Government that the neces- 
sary capital improvements to airports can be achieved. The unavoidable and 
sobering fact is that huge capital outlays required for airport improvements 
quickly outstrip the revenues they produce and the rapid growth and obso- 
lescence factor in aviation has made impossible the building of reserves for such 
continued explosive growth. 

Thus, it has been and will continue to be a real struggle and sacrifice by local 
communities to raise the matching funds necessary to obtain the Federal funds 
which have been available to date. However, the need for additional Federal 
funds to provide a national system of airports is clearly evident in the histori- 
cally substantial excess of requests by communities fur Federal aid over the 
available funds. 

For example, the Commerce Department aunounced the allocation of $63 
million Federal airport program funds for the fiscal year 1959 (which is the 
last year of the present 4-year program). But there are nearly $200 million 
of sponsors’ requests which the CAA has on file for the Federal share of neces- 
sary airport improvements in fiscal 1959. And for our own AOC members who 
submitted requests for $129 million of urgently needed improvements, only $29 
million was allocated. We have a detailed tabulation of this information which 
we would like to insert in the record (exhibit C). 

We believe it is perfectly clear, therefore, that the $175 million which would 
be made available under 8. 3502 for fiscal year 1959 is not only justified and 
sorely needed, but we believe that the CAA could make almost immediate 
allocation of these funds. 

In this we concur with Senator Monroney who stated on the floor of the 
Senate when introducing this measure, that by adding the additional $75 mil- 
lion of discretionary funds for 1959, “this would mean that the work could start 
immediately upon the passage of the bill, and in that way literally put thou- 
sands of unemployed people to work.” 

Our members give us further assurances that their ability to accelerate this 
program if adequate Federal funds are made available. Typical of these letters 
are the following: 


From New Orleans, La.: 


“S. 3502, which would provide additional funds for fiscal 1959 and extend 
the Federal Aid Airport Act to 19638, is also of prime importance to us. Much 
of the development which has taken place here to date, while potentially eligible 
for matching funds, is being accomplished on a ratio of approximately 70-30 
because the Federal Government has not had sufficient matching funds to make 
it an equal ratio. Here again, if additional funds for 1959 are available, we are 
able and ready at this moment to match dollar for dollar some one-half million 
dollars and thus expedite our capital improvement program. Continuing the 
act itself will, of course, relieve the community of providing 100 percent of 
funds and, as you know, in New Orleans any request we make for capital im- 
provement funds decreases the total available for other services such as streets, 
ete. 


From Oakland, Calif.: 


“If Senate bill 3502 was passed in its present form, we assume that the port 
of Oakland would be granted its fair share of this appropriation, which would 
mean that the port would proceed in the 1959 fiscal year with a greatly expanded 
program. 

“The port of Oakland requested $3,098,817 for fiscal 1959 for a number of 
projects for our new airport, but was allocated only $1 million in the program. 
If we were granted additional funds during the 1959 fiscal year, we, of course, 
could get all of this work underway and in addition move up additional projects 
Which were not planned to be constructed until fiscal 1960 or later. Additional 
funds, if granted, would certainly assist us in developing and speed up our 
projects which in turn would provide many new jobs during the next year. 

“Federal aid in the sums proposed in Senate bill 3502 would, in California, 
allow for more construction at a great many airports of all sizes and types of 
operation and would increase activity, and in addition would free funds which 
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may be allocated to airports by airport-owning agencies to other types of activity, 
such as the building of schools, because of the greater participation of the 
Government in the airport program. 

“California airports were allocated $6,178,388 in the 1959 program for 26 
projects, but over 4 times this amount was requested by airport-owning agencies. 
If the additional $175 million were allocated to the airports of the Nation, 
California would receive their fair share, which would add at least 10 airports to 
the list for aid which were not included in the 1959 program and would assist in 
starting at least 5 new airports in the State. Allocations of this magnitude 
would be used in California to good advantage and would add untold impetus 
to the local and State economy and would have a far-reaching impact on the 
number of people who could be employed because of this program.” 

From Seattle, Wash.: 

“If Congress will make available additional funds for fiscal 1959, which as I 
understand it is a part of the proposed Senate bill No. 3502, the port then would 
be in a position to make application for the next proposed extension to the 
administration building. It would be physically possible to make this exten- 
sion during the calendar year of 1959. The estimated cost of the additional 
extension is approximately $2 million. 

“This accelerated program would provide additional work in this area and 
to the extent of the amount expended would, of course, improve the local 
economy. 

“Seattle-Tacoma International Airport today ranks third in the number of 
overseas passengers enplaned and inasmuch as at this airport 70 to SO percent 
of the landings and takeoffs are made on the north-south runway, it will become 
necessary at some future date to construct a parallel runway. This cost at this 
airport will be in the neighborhood of $10 million, together with land acquisition, 
taxiways, etc. 

“Based on the projected rate of growth of Seattle-Tacoma Interntional Airport 
within the next few years it will be necessary to add additional gate positions 
by use of finger-type construction. This construction would be in addition to 
the 2 extensions to the administration building discussed above and of itself 
would cost in the negihborhood of $3 million.” 


From Tulsa, Okla.: 


“The city of Tulsa is slated for a bond issue in the amount of $4 million on or 
about April 28, 1958, for the purpose of inaugurating an airport improvement 
program which includes, among other things, a new terminal building. 

“T have been assured by the architects and engineers concerned with this 
project that if the pending bond issue carries and if the Federal Airports Act is 
extended and enlarged, they can accelerate their plans to a point where we can 
start actual construction of increments of the project within the next 3 to 6 
months in order to alleviate the local unemployment situation.” 


From Birmingham, Ala.: 


“An accelerated Federal airport program can step up our work and do work 
this year that is scheduled for 1 to 3 years from now.” 


From Baltimore, Md.: 


“At Friendship International Airport, in addition to construction planned 
through Civil Aeronautics Administration grants-in-aid including the allocation 
for fiscal year 1959, the following construction is needed at present and could 
be placed under contract as listed provided Federal matching funds were made 
available. 
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Item Estimated Year to 
cost | be built 
a nsshsdithciepileanditi fener 
1. Departure assembly areas, international section -_- ‘ : i $10, 000 1958 
2. Jet facilities at 2 existing pits___- sich 3 pivaieo tia tecmtaath 25,000 | 1958 
3. Jet facilities at ramp : 150,000 | 1959 
4. Taxiway ramp to runway 10-28_.........----.---- aaa 3 ee ane 500, 000 | 1958 
5, Covered walkway to C-3__. é 25, 000 | 1958 
6. Bridge and covered walk to A2-5 7 ; ae aa 100, 000 | 1958 
7. Additional covered vehicle-unloading area, lower lobby- ns eto 300, 000 | 1959 
8. Additional covered vehicle-unloading area, upper l bby 200, 000 | 1959 
9. Direct access, public parking area to upper lobby and 2d fioor = 100, 000 1959 
10. Roof over part of observation deck 4 : ne 20, 000 1958 
11. Restaurant, 2d floor ; | 80,000 | 1959 
12. Relocate snack bar ‘ ‘ ies mee wan ’ 10,000 | 1959 
13. Wheeled-equipment storage eueid ‘ 24, 000 1958 
14. Employees cafeteria j S : ee <_<. 50,000 | 1960 
15. Power doors, upper and lower lobby = . 35, 000 1958 
16. Hotel or motel ; sila 1, 000, 000 1960 
17. Auto parking for field overlook : ad 50, 000 1959 


“Additionally $4 million could be used to provide an airport in the Baltimore 
urea for general aviation use. 

“As you may note, we could put about $740,000 of works underway in 1958. 
The city has its share of this money in hand. 

“We also expect to have our $2 million share of the $4 million cost of a new 
general aviation airport about as fast as it could be economically expended.” 


From Los Angeles, Calif.: 


“An accelerated construction program at Los Angeles International Airport 
would be of tremendous value to the city of Los Angeles. It would also be most 
desirable insofar as the air carriers are concerned who are presently serving or 
contemplate rendering service to this air terminal for metropolitan Los Angeles. 

“Additional funds fom the Federal Government in the next 2 fiscal years 
would greatly expedite urgent projects which are not covered by our present 
commitments, by accelerating our program through the inclusion of these 
additional projects, it would help the economy of this area. For example, our 
2-year construction program, as outlined now, will employ some 3,000 during 
the lifetime of the program. By being able to add to this program through 
availability of additional Federal matching funds, we could immediately pro- 
gram the following projects and add a minimum of 1,000 jobs in the 2-year 
period. These projects are: (1) Immediate reconstruction of runway 25-R at 
an estimated cost of $1 million. This project should be completed by the fall of 
1958, otherwise air carrier service in and out of the airport will be materially 
hampered. (2) Relocate an existing highway which bisects airport property. 
This would expedite access to the new airline maintenance area for thousands of 
airport workers, as well as provide the general public with an adequate highway 
system. (38) Construct and install a permanent drainage system now to the 
ocean. This is a major project which must be done and has been put in abeyance 
because funds have been lacking. (4) Additional moneys for the loading aprons 
and associated construction in the new terminal area.” 


CONCLUSION 

The time for action is now. 

The urgency of the matter has been publicly recognized by many of the mem- 
hers of this committee and by your colleagues. 

Senator Payne, for instance, has recently said that: 

“The mushroom growth of flying including civil, military, and private avia- 
tion has produced a great change in our way of life’ * * *. To meet the de- 
mands of aviation “There is a tremendous amount to be accomplished and 
action must be taken now, for if we fali behind, sound future aviation develop- 
ment will suffer at the civilian level.” 

And Senator Lyndon Johnson, who spoke in support of S. 3502 when it was 
introduced, said that 

“The legislation proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma is of far-reaching 
importance. It is a challenge to act with speed worthy of the jet age * * *. I 
believe in building airports and in improving airports. And I consider there is 
economic wisdom in planning to accelerate the work at this time.” 
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We therefore urge that this committee recommend the adoption of sections 
1, 2, 3, and 4 of S. 3502 which would provide: 

(1) $95 million per year for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, 
through June 30, 1963, for projects in the several States ; 

(2) $5 million per year for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1959, 
through June 30, 1963, for projects in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands: and 

(3) An additional $75 million of discretionary funds for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1959. 


AOC STATEMENT ON ELIGIBILItry ITEMS AND OTHER ASPECTS OF S. 3502 
GENERAL 


We cannot emphasize too strongly our belief that the paramount objective 
of the Congress at this time should be that of assuring (1) the continued stability 
of Federal and local planning for airport development to meet the needs of the 
Nation, and (2) that adequate Federal funds be made available to make possible 
the accomplishment of the tremendous task that lies ahead. 

As in any program of the scope of this one, there are many views on how it 
should be run, what items are more or less important than other items, and 
special hardship cases that we would all like to see corrected. There are a 
number of changes in the details of the act which we believe could be improved, 
and we are sure that the other witnesses, as well as the CAA could suggest 
dozens of others which they would like to see changed to fit their particular views. 

We would prefer that all of these possible amendments be subordinated at this 
time, however, to the main job at hand—assuring the continued development of 
our Nation’s airports, and at an accelerated pace. 

To assist the committee in its consideration of these other items we would 
offer the following comments: 


NONELIGIBILITY OF PARKING LOTS AND CERTAIN CONCESSION AREAS 


After very careful consideration, the Airport Operators Council must recom- 
mend most strongly against section 5 of S. 3502 which would forbid Federal aid 
for any areas or facilities intended for such “use which, in the opinion of the 
Secretary [of Commerce] is not essential to the welfare and safety of those 
persons using airports for public aviation purposes.”” This amendment is sub- 
ject to the following objections, any one of which, we believe, would warrant a 
refusal to adopt it: 

First. The functions of so-called concessionaires is to provide needed and 
desirable facilities and services to the public. Making provision for such facili- 
ties and services should not be penalized. 

Second. Providing Federal aid to desirable revenue-producing projects is in 
accordance with past precedents and is sound public policy. To discourage 
efforts to make airports self-supporting will only serve to increase the burdens 
on the taxpayers and to hinder airport development. 

Third. The amendment would appear to regulate airport operation by indirec 
tion, and policy decisions with respect to the methods of operation of State and 
municipal airports should be made by the State and municipal officers respon- 
sible under State law. 

1. The nature and purpose of so-called concessions 

Concessions at State and municipal airports are granted for the purpose of 
providing needed and desirable services, facilities, and accommodations to air- 
lines and other aircraft operators and their employees, to the shippers and 
receivers of air cargo, and to members of the traveling public. They are not 
granted for the purpose of raising revenues for general State and municipal 
purposes. 

Although the basic purpose of the Federal Airport Act is to provide an ade- 
quate system of civil airports, the proposed amendment apparently overlooks 
the essential fact that an airport is more than a landing atrip. It is an aggrega- 
tion of facilities provided by the State or municipality for public use as a 
necessary and appropriate adjunct to air transportation by airlines, airline 
employees, passengers, and prospective passengers, etc. 

Au airport can more properly be described as “a development consisting not 
only of facilities for the landing and taking off of aircraft, but also of other 
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facilities for the use and accommodation of aircraft. of aircraft operators and 
their employees, and of those traveling by air, and those shipping or receiving 
freight, express, mail, and other cargo by air.” 

Were this not true the millions of dollars which the States and municipalities 
have expended at airports for facilities (in addition to runways) for the accom- 
modation and use of airlines, of private aircraft operators, of shippers and 
consignees of air cargo, and of the traveling public, would be a waste of public 
funds. Were this not true, the necessity for Federal airport aid would be 
decreased. 

All of the various so-called concessions at airports are provided because they 
constitute needed facilities and accommodations. They include among other 
things, pay telephones, newsstands, insurance booths, airline ticket counters, 
lunch counters, drugstores, etc. They parallel the facilities provided by the 
Federal Government itself under comparable circumstances in various national 
parks and other places under Federal control. 

We are not urging that Federal grants should be made for each and every 
type of concession under all circumstances. We are merely urging that no 
attempt be made to embody an impracticable and unworkable rule in the statute. 
We are urging that the matter be left to the sound discretion of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administrator in whom power is vested to determine whether any 
project is allowable and its extent. He can determine whether a parking lot 
is necessary and desirable at a particular airport just as he determines whether 
a particular new runway or a particular lighting system is necessary and 
desirable. 


2. Federal grants-in-aid of revenuec-producing public projects are in accordance 
with public policy 

It is somewhat difficult to understand the basic objective of the proposed 
amendment. 

If the underlying thought is tnat Federal aid should not be granted to States 
and municipalities for any projects from which they are to derive revenues, then 
no Federal grants would be made for any large airport, since fees are charged 
for the use by aircraft of the landing areas at all of them. 

It has not, however, been contrary to Federal policy to make grants-in-aid of 
revenue-producing projects operated by States and municipalities. The most 
obvious precedent is, of course, the public works program which was carried 
on during the thirties under the Public Works Administration, and under which 
Federal aid in the form of grants as well as loans was extended to such 
revenue-producing projects as toll bridges, toll tunnels, and toll highways. 
Moreover, the Federal Airport Act itself has from the outset been based upon 
the premise that it is proper Federal policy to make loans for revenue-producing 
projects. At the time of its adoption it was known to Congress that landing 
fees or other use charges were made for the use of the landing areas at all the 
large airports of this country. 

Revenues derived from so-called concessions go directly or indirectly to 
reduce the tax moneys which it is necessary to expend upon State and muni- 
cipal airports. They serve to reduce the local taxes necessary for operation and 
maintenance expenses. They serve as a basis for revenue bonds and thereby 
reduce the amount which the Federal Government must contribute from Federal 
tux moneys. The establishment of necessary and proper concessions at the 
various airports in this country should be encouraged, not discouraged. 


3. The proposed amendment as a regulation of operating methods 


The obvious effect of the amendment is to discourage the granting of conces- 
sions to third persons for operation and to place a premium upon direct operation 
by the State or municipality. It is an attempt to regulate by indirection the 
manner in which State and city airports are to be operated. It suffers from the 
inherent vice of all attempts to write detailed regulations into statutes. It as- 
sumes that granting concessions is bad per se, and ignores the fact that decisions 
of that sort must be based upon the circumstances of the particular case. 

The ultimate objective is to provide a needed and desirable facility for public 
use, but what is needed and desirable and how it should be provided must of 
necessity depend upon the particular circumstances. A parking lot may, for 
example, be unnecessary at one airport but essential at another. There can be 
no hard and fast rule, although it is noteworthy that in many instances scheduled 
wirlines have insisted that State and municipal airport operators provide ade- 
quate parking facilities for airline passengers and employees. 
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We feel strongly that decisions of this sort are essentially operating decisions 
which should be left to the judgment of the State and municipal officers respon- 
sible under State law. The Federal Airport Act was premised upon the exist- 
ence of State and municipal airports. It was designed to aid the States and 
municipalities in financing needed extensions and improvements, not change the 
methods of operation or to interfere with the duties and responsibilities of State 
and: municipal officials. If there is need to guard against possible abuses in 
exceptional cases, the Administrator is in a position to do so in the grant agree- 
ments; but no attempt should be made to write operating decisions into the 
statute. 

In addition to the basic reasons for our objections to this type of legislation, 
as summarized above, we would like to comment on the specific language of this 
section. 

S. 3502 as passed by the Senate would add a new subsection to section 13 of the 
Federal Airport Act as follows: 

“(b) Beginning with the fiscal year 1960, the cost of acquisition or construction 
of that part of a project intended for use as a passenger automobile parking 
facility, and the cost of construction of those parts of passenger or freight termi- 
nal buildings and other airport administrative buildings intended for use as bars, 
cocktail lounges, night clubs, theaters, private clubs, garages, hotel rooms, com- 
mercial offices, or gamerooms or such other use which, in the opinion of the 
Secretary, is not essential to the welfare and safety of those persons using air- 
ports for public aviation purposes, shall not be an allowable project cost under 
this act.” [Italic supplied.] 

As now written the exclusion of parking facilities would extend to free park- 
ing facilities as well as to paid parking facilities, and would even extend to 
parking facilities for the airport operators own automobiles and those of its 
employees. We believe that the proposed amendment is designed to prohibit 
Federal grants for activities which are primarily designed to produce revenue. 
So far as parking facilities are concerned, therefore, we believe that only public 
parking areas at which parking fees are charged should be exciuded. 

The exclusion of garages would extend to garages for the parking, main- 
tenance, and repair of the airport operators’ own vehicles, including trucks, 
fire engines, and other emergency equipment, snow removal equipment, etc., 
which we do not believe Was intended. 

The exclusion of uses which are not “essential” to “the welfare and safety” 
of persons using airports for public aviation purposes would seem to exclude 
almost everything in connection with passenger or freight terminal buildings. 

So far as passenger terminal facilities are concerned, about all that can be said 
to be truly essential from the standpoint of welfare and safety are toilets, drink- 
ing fountains, first-aid rooms and perhaps a limited amount of waiting space in 
inclement weather. We believe that the test should be not what is essential 
but what is reasonably necessary for the accommodation and convenience of 
persons at the airport. 

It is hard to see how any freight terminal facilities at all are essential to the 
welfare and safety of persons using airports for public aviation purposes. 

It is for these reasons, among others, that we foresee administrative difficulties 
in the administration of this provision, and frankly, as outlined above, we would 
prefer to see it deleted because it can create more problems than it will solve. 


January 1 announcement of the Federal airport program 
Section 7 of S. 3502 would make it mandatory on the Secretary of Commerce 
to make public by January 1 of each year the proposed program of airport 
development intended to be undertaken during the fiscal year next ensuing. 
This is a new provision with which we are heartily in accord. It will do 
much to eliminate the administrative abuses which have existed in the past. 
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Exurpit B 


DeriRrMFNT OF COMMERCE, 121TH ANNUAL REPORT OF OPERATIONS UNDER THE 
FEDERAL ArreortT Act, 1957 


Distribution of $63,000,000 authorization for fiscal year 1958 


State: Apportionment ! 
Alabama $836, 180 
Arizona 939, 544 
Arkansas 670, 938 
California 2, 734, 099 
Colorado 955, 269 
C‘onnecticut 340, 256 
Delaware 64, 980 
District of Columbia 120, 271 
Florida 851, 856 
Georgia 942, 119 
Idaho 694, 985 
Illinois 1, 721, 651 
Indiana 852, 738 
lowa S00, 327 
Kansas ; 882, 263 
Kentucky 733, 174 
Louisiana 760, 599 
Maine 385 


OSD, 768 


Maryland 139, 214 
Massachusetts _ _- 767, 282 
Michigan 1, 654, 594 
Minnesota 1, 072, 185 
Mississippi 676, 053 


Missouri 1, 096, 682 


Montana ; cs 1, 157, 301 
Nebraska 759, 013 
Nevada . 827, 050 
New Hampshire 147, 216 
New Jersey 781, 667 
New Mexico 985, 691 
New York 2, 606, 233 
North Carolina 989, 458 
North Dakota 605, 945 
Ohio 1,511, 101 
Oklahoma 841, 462 
Oregon 932, 127 
Pennsylvania 1, 902, 130 
Rhode Island_ .- 127, 157 
South Carolina 542, 723 
South Dakota 657, 256 
Tennessee 798, 404 
Texas 3, 093, 777 
Utah 


719, 824 
126, 216 
Virginia 803, 025 
Washington 868, 070 
West Virginia 475, 132 
Wisconsin 993, 906 
Wyoming 754, 789 


Vermont 


Total State apportionment 15, 000, 000 
Discretionary funds !__- 15, 000, 000 
Total funds for continental United States 60, 000, 000 


See footnote at end of table. 
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Distribution of $63,000,000 authorization for fiscal year 1958—Continued 


Territory: Apportionment * 
PN eo eae on seed nies at 5 $1, 350. 000 
Hawaii-_ : nd acca Sere AS ena 750, 000 
Puerto Rico____- , si RS cai acta ce dS 600, 000 


Virgin Islands__- =e SNe eee eee 300, 000 
3, 000, OOO 


Grand total es ope eae saad doce eas ae cies 63, 000, 000 


175 percent of authorization is apportioned for projects in each State on an area-population formula; 2 
percent is discretionary, and may be allocated without regard to State boundaries. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS, AIRPORT OPERATORS COUN 
CIL, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES 


JANUARY 20, 195s, 
NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY, 4-YEAR PERIOD, 1958—62 


In order to obtain a current appraisal of the funds required to develop public 
airport facilities during the next 4 fiscal years (July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1962), 
three organizations—the National Association of State Aviation Officials, the 
Airport Operators Council, and the American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives—jointly conducted a national survey during November and December 1957. 
A State supervisor designated for each State and Territory sent a questionnaire 
to all known airport authorities and/or communities in his State that now own 
a public airport, or who contemplate development of a new public airport dur 
ing the next 4 years. The State supervisor tabulated the replies for his State 
and compiled a State (or Territorial) summary. These summaries were sent 
to the national survey headquarters in Washington where they were tabulated 
and compiled on a national basis. 

Of the 2,874 public airports in the continental United States and Territories 
to which questionnaires were sent, 1,255 responded and reported 1,138 projects 
planned during the next 4 years. 

Total reported cost for land acquisition, and for landing area and terminal 
area development planned during this 4-year period, is $1,066,945,661——S521,- 
146,951 of this cost is estimated to become available from local sources, nnd 
$68,513,402 from State sources, for a total of $589,660,353, leaving a deficit of 
$477,285,308. 

Additional funds to meet this deficit of over $477 million will be needed as 
follows : 


Fiscal year ending— 
June 30, 1959 ser ssn tt tt ans So inns neck Eg 
June 30, 1960__ 5 ee ; " Sere 131, 792, 064 
June 30, 1961____- Se ee ee ee eee 114, 915, 094 
June 30, 1962 --. 101, 920, 420 


On the next page will be found a tabulation of the 4-year national airport 
survey with totals by States and Territories. 

Attached also is a tabulation of the publicly and privately owned airports in 
each State, together with the number of based aircraft at these airports. 
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY, 4-YEAR PERIOD (JULY 1, 1958, TO JUNE 30, 1962) 


Jointly conducted by National Association of State Aviation Officials, Airport 
Operators Council, American Association of Airport Executives 


Funds avail- 
























Publicly Airports Cost of able and 
States owned reporting projects anticipated Additional 
airports projects planned from local | funds needed 
planned ind State | 
sources 
Alabam 45 16 $16, 260, 000 $8, 130, 000 $8, 130, 000 
Arizona 34 11 11, O87, 825 6, 469, 705 4, 618, 120 
(rkansas 36 10 1, 688, 016 1, 055, 000 633, 016 
California 234 3 128, 596, 386 101, 903 3, 692, 953 
Colorado 56 18 24, 175, 010 11, 525, 649, 488 
Connecticut 8 yg 11, 861, 000 6, 658, 760 5, 202, 240 
Delaware $ 0 
Florida 100 12 11, 800, 000 9, 386, 500 2, 413, 500 
Creorgia 63 13 21, 576, 814 11, 291, 75 10, 285, 060 
Idaho s 19 3, §, 260 516, 540 2, 616, 720 
Illinois 50 87 82, 225, 000 20, 995, 500 
Indiana 37 39 14, , 050 6, 601, 600 
Iowa 61 49 8, 254, 072 3, 659, 921 
car 110 8 326, 290 177, 
Ke wick 23 7 19, S82, 500 9, 900, 25 
Lou I 12 16, 442, 413 4, 271, 
Mains IR i4 3, 585, 500 1, 821, ¢ 
M land 12 5 , 500 , 
Mas l 23 ik 0 21, 
Mic} in 28 125 735 2 
Minnesota 17 19 600 
M iss Dy 4} 19 0 
Missou 19 19 925 
Mont ina 103 24 OO 
Nebrask 79 13 875 
Nevada 1 8 . 000 3, 160, 066 
vew Hary 5 9 , 670 945, 335 
New Jersey 13 + 28, 725, 000 13, 697, 500 
New Mex 47 17 lf 160 7, 830, 230 , 07 
New York 49 26 55 SSS 67, 267, 800 | 68, 111, O88 
North Car« s 2 3, 000 4, 825, 000 | 7, 208, 000 
N Dak , 12 l O00 
On t 20 4( 710 13, 5 | 
rk v5 17 2 805 14, 
Oreg $ 15 7, 002, 694 i, , 
Pennsylvani 49 29 91, 284, 399 45, 632, 826 
>} Island { 4 3, 028, 250 1 ; 
South Carolir 34 nH) 5. 166, 000 2. 2, 396, 000 
ith Dakot 55 28 1, 649, 400 874, 182 
rennesses 13 $] 28, 102, 400 19, 035, 550 | 9, 066, 850 
181 35 28, 342, 474 15, 496, 329 | 12, 846, 145 
17 17 8, 750, 657 4, 540, 135 | 4,210, 522 
Vermont ll il 2, 274, 750 1, 137, 375 | 1, 137, 375 
Virgini 31 2 8, 753, 592 3, 719, 450 | 5, 034, 142 
Washington 89 17 8, 101, 965 4, 604, 880 3, 497, 085 
Vest Virg i 27 W 8, 928, 000 4, 064, 300 4, 863, 700 
Wisconsin 63 29 15, 214, 500 7, 744, 950 7, 469, 550 
W voming 37 23 2, 236, 568 1, 207, 942 | 1, 028, 626 
ta] States 2, 678 1,079 |1, 025, 726, 661 571,552,503 | 454,174,158 
TERRITORIES | 
| 
Alaska \ 178 51 15, 903, 500 1, 838, 850 14, 064, 650 
Hawail 14 5 21, 231, 500 14, 000, 600 7, 231, 500 
Puerto Rico ; 4 3 $, 084, COO 2, 269, 000 1, 815, 000 
Otal lerritoric 196 59 41,219, 000 138, 107, 850 23, 111, 150 


nited States total 2, 874 1, 138 |1, 066, 945, 661 589, 660, 353 | 477, 285, 308 











82 FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 


SURVEY OF CIVIL AIRPORTS AND BASED CIVIL AIRCRAFT BY STATE, OWNERSHIP TYPE 
AND USE TYPE, MArRcH 1957 


Ownership type.—Publicly owned: Any airport owned or controlled by a city, 
county, State, Federal Government or similar political subdivision thereof. Pri- 
vately owned: all airports that do not qualify as publicly owned. 

Use type.—Public use: airports attended each day and having at least fuel for 
sale, plus all other airports that serve air carriers, CAA intermediate fields, air- 
ports having beacons indicating a lighted airport or airports on which Federal 
funds have been expended under the Federal-aid airport program or the develop- 
ment of landing areas. Limited use: airports that do not qualify as public use 
airports. 

Note.—This information has been compiled from the records of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration as revised by individual State agencies, except the data 
for Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Nevada, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Texas, and Utah are based solely on CAA records. Seaplane bases are not in- 
cluded in this tabulation. 
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The CHarrman. On behalf of the committee, let me thank you for 
your appearance and the information which you have given us, which 
certainly will be carefully considered by the committee. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. 

The CHarrman. Is Mr. Holland here? Mr. Joseph Holland of 
Trenton, N.J.? Jl understood he was here and wanted to make a state- 
ment today as he could not probably be here tomorrow. If that is the 
case and he did have to leave, he may have permission, if he desires, to 
file a statement at this point. 

Mr. Pittenger, how long a statement do you have? The reason | 
say that is because our time has run out. 

Mr. Prrrencer. I can be finished with my statement in 5 minutes. 

The CHairMAN. Very well. You live out of the city ¢ 

Mr. Prrrencer. Yes, I do. 

The CHarmman. You may come around. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK S. PITTENGER, COMMISSIONER OF 
AVIATION FOR SYRACUSE, N. Y. 


Mr. Prrrencer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Frank S. Pittenger, commissioner of aviation for the city of 
Syracuse, N. Y. In this capacity I am responsible for all aviation 
activities in Syracuse. 

However, today, I represent the American Association of Airport 
Executives, commonly referred to as AAAE. I am a past secretary 
and executive secretary of AAAE and presently the third vice presi- 
dent and a member of its board of directors. AAAE isa professional 
association of airport executives and is comprised of over 500 members, 
approximately 300 of which are actively engaged in the management, 
operation, and development of 246 air ports located in 46 States, which 
includes Alaska and Hawaii, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

A large number of the remaining 200 members are on airport boards, 
commissions, or other local aviation bodies. Our association repre- 
sents all types of airports, however, by far the largest number are 
airports included in the national airport plan that serve all types of 
air traffic including, in many instances, aircraft of the military 
services. 

On behalf of the association may I express our appreciation for this 
opportunity to appear before you to express our opinions regarding 
S. 3502. 

Modern airport development really began immediately after World 
War II when many civil airports ‘found it nee essary to expand to 
accommodate the large number of aircraft returning from the war 
to resume their role in civil aviation. Congress realized the need 
for this development when it enacted the Federal Airport Act in 
1946; however, it wasn’t until 1955, years after the phenomenal in- 
creases in civil air traffic had begun to overtax existing facilities, that 
Congress saw fit to enact legisl: ation establishing a 4-year program 
of Federal aid to airports. During the interim period we had some 
Federal help, but the accelerated growth of requirements imposed 
by improved aircraft and the wholesale acceptance of air tr: ansporta- 
tion by our people far outstripped our accomplishment. The 1955-58 
program made it possible for airport authorities to proceed, for the 
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first time, in an orderly manner with the development of their 
facilities. 

AAAE would like to feel that they made a contribution to airport 
development when in 1954 they joined the Airport Operators Council 
and the National Association of State Aviation Officials in conduct- 
ing a survey of airport fiscal requirements. This survey considered 
by Congress exemplified the great need for the 1955-58 program. 
The results of this study only “reiterated that which was revealed in 
the Federal Government’s own national airport survey of 1938 as 
authorized by the Civil Aeronautics Act of that year. This study 
20 years ago indicated that it would require $500 million to bring 
the airports of the country up to the then standards. Unfortunately 
airport development did not get out of second gear during this pro- 
gram because the $63 million per year was insufficient to satisfy 
all requirements which had accumulated and those needed for the 
future. 

AAAE and the two organizations previously mentioned, last year 
again conducted a study which determined that the Nation’s airport 
author ities plan over $1 billion worth of necessary development dur- 
ing the next 4 years (1959-62). Funds available loc ally are approxi- 
mately $ 500 million short of the goal. 

S. 3502 is designed to make up this deficit and we respectfully urge 
that this committee recommend enactment of this legislation. The 
$75 million discretionary fund for fiscal year 1959 will permit a 
much-needed crash program to accelerate airport development at 
key communities where the new civil jet fleet will soon begin this 
new era in transportation. The $100 million per year will not cover 
completely the deficit previously mentioned but we recognize the 
difficulty faced by Congress in balancing the Nation’s economy. 

It is our considered opinion that in time the majority of airports 
will become self-sustaining, a goal toward which we are all striving. 
The unbelievable growth and tec hnological advances that have tran- 
spired in this dynamic industry demands costly capital improvements 
now, which we are unable to pay for locally without robbing funds 
from many other equally important community essentials. 

I hope you agree with my colleagues who make up the membership 
of AAAE that our Nation’s business and industry will continue to 
ee improved and increased air transportation on which to ex- 
peditiously transport persons and commodities at the same pace they 
are now conducting their affairs and that the United States more than 
ever before, requires these expanded facilities to accommodate the 
jet aircraft fleet that will competently serve the world commerce so 
necessary to our national economy. 

In conclusion I wish to point out that we sometimes overlook the 
requirements of general aviation—nonscheduled charter, air taxi 
service, corporate or business aircraft and recreational ‘flying. I 
could quote statistics to prove that this segment of aviation “far out- 
strips in number and miles flown the scheduled air carriers. Given 
more and better airports, this segment of air nenmpentidinn portends 
an astounding impact on our economy. 

Thank you. 

The CHarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Pittenger. We are 
glad to have your statement on behalf of not only your own organi- 
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zation or commission but the American Association of Airport Ex- 
ecutives. 
understand Mr. Gross of Detroit, Mich., is here, and that you, 
Mr. Gross, would like to file your statement to enable you to go back 
home and not have to remain over. 
Mr. Gross. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH W. GROSS, COUNTY HIGHWAY ENGINEER, 
WAYNE COUNTY, MICH., AND AIRPORT MANAGER, DETROIT 
METROPOLITAN WAYNE COUNTY AIRPORT 


Mr. Gross. I believe, sir, that the purpose will be just as well served 
if we file the statement. We have total agreement in Wayne County 
and metropolitan Detroit, and on behalf of the mayor of Detroit, 
there will be a statement filed, and with your permission I would just 
as soon file the statement for the record. 

The CuHairmMan. You are Mr. Joseph W. Gross, county highway 
engineer and airport manager of the Detroit Metropolitan and W ayne 
County Airport, City-County Building, Detroit, Mich. 

Mr. Gross. Yes. 

The CHatrman. You may have permission to file your statement 
as requested, and also the statement of your mayor, ‘the Honorable 
Louis C. Miriani. 

(Mr. Gross’ prepared paper is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF DerROIT METROPOLITAN-WAYNE COUNTY AIRPORT 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee; my name is Joseph W. Gross, I 
am the county highway engineer in Wayne County, Mich., and airport manager 
of the Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport. Transportation, both motor 
vehicular and aircraft, in and about the Detroit metropolitan complex is one 
of my principal responsibilities. 

I appear here today to discuss briefly some of the airport problems for the 
purpose of illustrating the need for extended Federal financial assistance to 
airports as proposed in 8S. 3502. 

Since World War II the airports of the Nation have been hard-pressed to 
keep pace with the rapid growth of commercial and general aviation. The 
problems created by this growth have been further magnified by the advent 
of jet-powered commercial passenger aircraft in the past 2 years. 

The county of Wayne welcomes this important advance and has, with the 
active cooperation and assistance of other governmental units and the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, taken the first steps toward solution of the ac- 
companying problems. To this end, we have initiated construction of a new 
terminal building and other important airfield improvements at Detroit Metro- 
politan Airport. 

Two years ago certain elements of this airport which then encompassed 
4 square miles of land on the Detroit Industrial Expressway would have ap- 
peared adequate for many years to come. Its field facilities were outstanding 
with 4 runways of reinforced concrete, all 200 feet wide and varying in length 
from approximately 6,000 feet to 8,000 feet. Today these runways are not 
adequate to fulfill the needs of intercontinental express, jet-type aircraft. This 
airport has been designated for such operations and must be prepared to handle 
them immediately. 

The people of the Detroit metropolitan area have had inadequate airline service 
for the past 10 years. They have been served from Willow Run Airport at 
Ypsilanti, Mich., which is, at best, remote from the center of population it is 
intended to serve. The Detroit Metropolitan Airport enjoys a much more favor- 
able location. It is within reasonable driving distance, via modern expressways, 
to the manufacturing, commercial, and downtown areas. The President’s Airport 
Use Panel has recommended that this airport be developed as the major airlines 
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terminal serving the Detroit area. This gave impetus to the program of develop- 
ment at Detroit Metropolitan Airport. 

We intend to give the people of the Detroit metropolitan area an airport fully 
capable of safely fulfilling their needs in this new chapter of the air age. This 
is a costly program. 

During the past 2 years we have seen approximately $20 million allocated for 
airport improvements at this location. Of this amount approximately $15 
million was raised by the county of Wayne through direct appropriation and by 
the sale of airport-revenue bonds. The balance came from the State of Michigan 
and Federal Government airport matching funds. 

Collateral to this program of development, the Wayne County Road Commission, 
State, and Federal agencies, have cooperated in sponsoring additional projects 
beneficial to the airport. These additional projects include construction of an 
airport entrance road, with necessary railroad grade separation structure, 
financed by the road commission. We have enlarged the sewage disposal plant 
serving the airport with county funds. In cooperation with the Federal Govern- 
ment and the Michigan State Highway Department an interchange is being 
constructed to connect the airport entrance road with the Detroit Industrial 
Expressway. Total cost of these collateral projects, for which no airport funds 
have been spent, amounts to nearly $3 million additional to the airport develop- 
ment program costs. 

I again point out that ours is not an entirely new airport. The program I am 
outlining is actually only the completion, to current requirements, of an estab- 
lished airport facility. 

In October of this year we intend to open the first phase of our terminal 
building and to place in operation what we believe to be the first nonmilitary 
runway designed to serve intercontinental express operations of jet-powered 
aircraft. 

The runway of which I speak is being extended to a length of 10,500 feet and 
is designed to support wheel loadings in excess of those attributed to any aircraft 
now operational. Its construction requires the closing of an important arterial 
highway and the relocation of a large county drain. 

But despite the strong effort to meet the challenge of airport needs confronting 
us, the program at Detroit-Metropolitan Wayne County Airport is far from 
complete, In order to complete development of this facility in accordance with 
our proposed master plan, an additional $30 millionto $35 million must be spent. 

Runways must be extended, additional turnoffs, taxiways, service roads, and 
hold aprons must be constructed; additional land for clear zones must be 
acquired; additional buildings, including the second stage of our terminal are 
included in this development program. We estimate that this program contains 
projects, ordinarily eligible for Federal airport aid, costing in excess of ‘$26 
million. 

I am certain that your committee will find the smaller airports across the 
Nation are confronted with similar problems of expansion and development. 
General aviation activity is increasing rapidly. Also, it must be assumed that 
many airports now being served by local service airlines will see larger and 
heavier aircraft, formerly used by trunkline operators, operating on these local 
routes as the turboprop and pure jet aircraft take over on the trunklines. 

Detroit-Metropolitan Airport is only one of hundreds of airports on the national 
airport plan. However, we believe it is a typical illustration of the urgent need 
for accelerated construction of additional airport improvements. 

We know we would not have advanced as far as we have today without the 
splendid assistance of the CAA and the grants-in-aid provided by the Federal 
Airport Act. We are equally certain that the Federal Government has a vital 
and continuing function in fulfilling the need for accelerated airport development. 
The extension of Federal airport matching funds, as proposed in the bill now 
under consideration by your honorable committee would serve as an important 
and beneficial phase of that function. 

Thank you for the opportunity of being here today and making this statement. 


The Cuatrman. Mayor Miriani, you may have permission to file 
your statement, also. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS C. MIRIANI, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF 
DETROIT, MICH. 


Mayor Mirani. Thank you. 
(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED IN BEHALF OF LouIs C. MIRIANI, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF 
Detroit, REGARDING THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate very much this 
opportunity of appearing before your honorable body to give our viewpoint on 
the need for amending the Federal Airport Act, as proposed in bill No. 8S. 3502. 
The foresightedness of Congress in providing Federal aid for terminal facilities 
for civil aviation has been a great incentive to cities and counties in carrying out 
their local airport programs. 

Local governments have recognized the importance of air transportation to 
their economies and have made every effort to provide funds with which to 
build airports for general purpose use as well as major terminal facilities for 
scheduled air transport and freight movements. 

Local government in Michigan, and particularly in our metropolitan area of 
Detroit, has been well out in front in providing such facilities for many years. 
The city of Detroit and our county of Wayne, of which Detroit is a major part, 
both provided first-class airports in the early days of civil aviation. Both 
governments continued to improve these facilities as the aviation industry grew. 
The Civil Aeronautics Authority long has recognized the progressive interest our 
area has taken in aviation and has cooperated in every way in assisting us. 
Funds made possible by the Federal Airport Act have been allocated to both of 
these airports. 

When it became evident in 1945 that the aviation industry was growing very 
fast and that facilities we had developed were rapidly becoming obsolete, the 
State board of aeronautics and the Civil Aeronautics Authority joined with the 
county and city in making a comprehensive study of the future airport needs 
of the area. 

Expert engineering and technical consultants were hired to make this study 
and a master plan was prepared which would adequately meet the civil aero- 
nautics needs for the future. The Detroit Metropolitan Airport, owned and 
operated by the county, was recognized as the logical location to be developed 
as the major commercial airport for the area. The city and county, in coopera- 
tion with the State and Federal Government, have jointly expanded this airport 
in size and prepared necessary plans for stage construction to meet the needs of 
a growing metropolitan area. The high cost of providing the intercontinental 
express type of airport that has been recommended by the Civil Aeronautics 
Authority is of such magnitude that it is almost impossible to build the various 
stages with the money that is available. Pan-American and British Overseas 
are now operating international flights out of the Detroit Metropolitan Airport 
with the largest planes in service. Larger jet planes will be in operations within 
the next few months. It is expected that Intercontinental express service with 
new jet planes for the Midwest will be operating out of this airport in the near 
future. 

Federal funds are needed at this time to provide such safe and adequate 
facilities that cannot be financed from present revenues. 

The bill which you are considering does provide extra funds to be used at the 
discretion of the Civil Aeronautics Authority for meeting some of these emer- 
gency needs which have not been met by the regular Federal airport-aid 
allocations. 

You are well aware, I am sure, of the difficulties municipalities are having in 
spreading their available taxes to meet the various critical needs of metropolitan 
areas. We, therefore, urge that the Civil Aeronautics Authority be given dis- 
cretionary powers to increase the percentage of Federal participation in such 
areas where the immediate need for longer, thicker, and wider runways to meet 
the jet age is of such an emergency nature as to exceed the financial abilities 
of local communities under the 50-50 matching formula. 

The Detroit area has gained the recognition as the arsenal of democracy. If 
we are again to be called upon to act as the arsenal of democracy in the future 
and it is quite likely we will, then our facilities and know-how must be supple- 
mented by adequate transportation. Air transportation proved its importance 
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in the past and with the advent of the jet age it becomes increasingly important 
as a national-defense factor that the proposed program under consideration be 
put into effective operation as quickly as possible. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much for your statements, both of 
you, and the contribution to the hearings. 

The committee has tried to hear all of you who are out of the city, 
and we certainly want to be cooperative and accommodate you if we 
can. 

The committee will adjourn until 10 in the morning when these 
hearings will be resumed. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing adjourned to reconvene 
Wednesday, July 23, 1958, at 10 a. m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 23, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEB ON 
INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in room 1334, House Office Build- 
ing, the Honorable Oren Harris (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

In resuming the hearings on extension of the Airport Construction 
Act with the proposed amendments this morning, the first witness is 
our colleague, a member of this committee, the Honorable John 
Dingell. Mr. Dingell, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Drnce.tn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
a great honor and pleasure for me to appear before my own committee 
to discuss H. R. 11091, my bill to extend the Federal Airport Act. 

The original Federal Airport Act (Public Law 377, 79th Cong.) 
approved May 13, 1946, authorized a grant-in-aid program to assist 
public agencies in the development of a nationwide system of public 
airports adequate to meet the needs of civil aeronautics. 

Previous to this time there had been some Federal activity through 
the several Federal alphabet agencies such as the PWA and WPA for 
construction of airports. 

The early days of the act were characterized by varying and spotty 
appropriations on a year-to-year basis, which kept the program from 
having stability and prevented communities from making adequate 
financial plans. 

In 1955 the basic act was amended to authorize definite Federal 
participation in airport development for a 4-year period; fiscal years 
1956, 1957, 1958, and 1959. For the first time communities were able 
to prepare long-range plans for a more orderly program under this 
act. 

My bill, H. R. 11091 is similar to the Senate bill which was reported 
by the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. My bill 
simply extends the Federal Airport Act for 4 years. 

The committee should note that a 4-year extension permits orderly 
planning for the following 4 fiscal years. 

A recent national survey conducted jointly by the National Asso- 
ciation of State Aviation Officials, the Airport Operators’ Council, 
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and the American Association of Airport Executives indicates that 
about $1 billion will be required for 1,138 airport projects planned 

by communities in the United States for the next 4 years. The cost 

of land acquisition, for landing area and terminal development 
planned during this period, is $1. ‘1 billion. Local sources have avail- 

able about $521 million and States about $68.5 million for this pur- 
pose, or a total of about $590 million. This leaves a deficit of about 
$477 million. To meet this deficit of something over $477 million, | 
funds will be needed as follows: Fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, 
$128,657,730; fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, $151,792,064; fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1961, $114,91: ),094; fiseal year ending June 30, 
1962, $101,920,420. 

To indicate the problems faced and to be faced during coming years 
we can look at the past history. During the last 20 years airline pas- 
senger traffic has grown at a tremendous rate. In 1957, 45 million 
passengers and 25.3. billion passenger-miles were flown. Airlines 
exceeded railroads and buses in intercity passenger lines. Compari- 
son with 1947 is interesting, 12.8 million passengers and 6.1 billion 
passenger-miles were flown in that year. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration estimates that by 1960 there 
will be 66 million passengers and 35 billion passenger-miles flown. 
By 1965 the CAA estimates that airlines will fly 49 billion passenger- 
miles and 118 million passengers. In 1970 the figure is estimated to 
reach 60 billion passenger-miles. 

Air cargo has increased more than fourfold since 1946 and amounted 
to 583 million miles in 1957. The CAA forecast for the future is: 
600 million ton-miles by 1960; 1 billion ton-miles by 1965; 1.6 billion 
ton-miles by 1970. 

These figures do not include aircraft owned by private citizens, by 
businesses, by farmers, and used for other agricultural and industrial 
applications including transport for hire. Today the Nation's gen- 
eral aircraft number some 65,000 that logged more than 10 million 
hours of flying time during 1957. 

The report to the President on aviation-facilities planning prepared 
by Mr. Edward P. Curtis says: 

By 1975 we must provide aviation facilities to accommodate air traffic com- 
posed essentially of the following : 

(a) air carrier traffic increased to 150 percent of plane movements today. 
(6) itinerant air traffic increased to 400 percent of today’s traffic. 
This projected increase in aircraft movement means that we must do all that 
is practical to increase the capacity of existing airports and then plan ahead 
to provide additional airports as they are needed * * *, 

The same Curtis report estimates that 65 million takeoffs and Jand- 
ings in the Nation’s airports today will increase to 115 million by 1975. 

In addition to the problems besetting us stemming from increased 
numbers of aircraft, we must remember that the aircraft are going to 
continue to expand in capacity, size, weight, range, carrying capacity, 
and in need for increased landing and takeoff areas. 

The final quote from the Curtis report in 1957 which I regard as 
indicative of the problem is 

‘cause there is a national interest in the adequacy of our overall airport 
ania m, the Federal Government has for some time provided financial assistance 
for airport construction, through grants-in-aid to State and local governments. 
Unquestionably, such financial aid has been valuable in helping many com- 
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munities to accomplish needed airport improvements more completely or more 
rapidly than would otherwise have been possible. Recent broadening of the 
Federal Airport Act—increasing the level and stability of the program’s author- 
ization—has reflected the sense of the Congress and the President that this 
Federal-aid program continues to be justified for the present. 

I strongly urge the committee to take favorable action on my bill, 
H. R. 11091, or similar legislation to extend the Federal Airport Act 
for a sufficient period of time that adequate pl: inning can be made 
both on a Federal, State, and local level to construct and improve the 
airports so badly needed. It is up to Congress to determine whether 
a stable and orderly development of our country’s airport facilities 
shall be continued or whether we shall fall behind still further in this 
most essential operation. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for your appearance, Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Dinceixt. Thank you, Mr. ¢ ‘hairman. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness is our colleague from Nebraska, 
the Honorable Glenn Cunningham. Mr. Cunningham, we will be 
glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN CUNNINGHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Cunninenam. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportu- 
nity to have my views on S. 3502 brought before this committee. I 
wish to comment on only one section of this bill which continues the 
Federal-aid airport program. 

I have previously written the members of this committee about the 
reapportionment section of this bill, expressing my interest in the 
effects on local communities throughout the Nation. I deeply appre- 
ciate the most courteous replies and interest shown by members of this 
committee. 

Reapportionment is a vicious thing, for it forces a community to 
spend tax dollars raised through a local tax levy or lose its fair share 
of a Federal matching fund which its citizens paid for through Federal 
tax levies. 

The Federal Aid Airport Act now has the reapportionment provi- 
sion. The Senate-passed bill also contains this unfortunate provi- 
sion. I believe that this provision should be stricken. Each State 
of the Union should be allowed to take its own time in matching 
offered Federal funds, and not be under a compulsion to act within 
a comparatively short period of 2 years. 

Local communities have many problems to meet, and the ability of 
a city or town to raise revenues to match Federal-aid airport funds 
from the Federal Government must, therefore, be based on the com- 
munity’s needs in the field of school construction, highways, sewage- 
treatment plants, police and fire stations, parks and playgrounds, 
library and cultural facilities, and many other activities. 

Communities are few and far between that can handle all of their 
needs at once. Intelligent planning is required plus a scheduling of 
anticipated revenues to handle the most urgent needs each fiscal year. 

As a result, of course, many communities that badly need new air- 
ports or improved airport facilities are unable to match the Federal 
funds offered under this program. It is, of course, true that other 
communities within a State may take up the slack each year, but it is 
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also true that many States in the past have found that there are not 
enough cities and towns with local funds available for airport work 
to use the quota of Federal funds available under this wie sgpeon 

During each of the past 2 years, large sums have been reappor- 
tioned among the States as a result of this lack of sufficient local 
matching money. I feel this is an unfair pressure on local communi- 
ties to raise money from overtaxed citizens. I also feel it is an unfair 
system of sending one State’s Federal tax dollars into other States 
which might have less pressing local problems in other fields. 

I urge this committee to strike the reapportionment provision from 
this bill or at least to extend the time which communities have to 
match Federal funds from 2 vears to 5 or 10 years as a less-preferred 
alternate. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatmrmMan. We have as our next witness this morning, Mr. 
Joseph P. Adams, executive director and general counsel of the Asso- 
ciation of Local and Territorial Airlines, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Apams. Good morning, Chairman Harris. 

The CratrmMan. We are glad to extend to you a cordial welcome to 
this committee. 

Mr. Apams. It is a pleasure to be before this distinguished com- 
mittee, Mr. Harris. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL AND TERRI- 
TORIAL AIRLINES 


Mr. Apams. My name is Joseph P. Adams. I am executive di- 
rector and gener: ? counsel of the Association of Local] sad Territorial 
Airlines (ALTA) with headquarters in Washington, D.C. Its mem- 
bership mommaat a voluntary nonprofit association whose members 
are pledged to improve passenger travel, reduce subsidy, and 
strengthen member airline finances. I have a prepared statement 
which I offer in suport of S. 3502 and related House bills. 

If I might have permission to have the statement inserted in the 
record I would like them to comment orally for 2 minute or 2 con- 
cerning 1 or 2 paragraphs of it. 

The CHarrmMan. Very well. You may insert your entire statement 
in the record. 

(Statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTrIVE DIRECTOR AND GENERAL COUNSEL 
OF THE ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL AND TERRITORIAL AIRLINES (ALTA) 


My name is Joseph P. Adams. I am executive director and general counsel 
of the Association of Local and Territorial Airlines (ALTA)* with headquarters 
in Washington, D. C. Its membership represents a voluntary nonprofit asso- 
ciation whose members are pledged to improve passenger travel, reduce subsidy, 
and strengthen member airline finances. 


1 Alaska Airlines, Inc.; Allegheny Airlines, Inc.; Bonanza Air Lines, Inc.: Central 
Airlines, Inc.; Frontier Airlines, Inc.; Lake Central Airlines, Inc.; Ozark Air Lines, Ine. ; 
Reeve Aleutian Airways; TPA Aloha Airline and West Coast Airlines, Inc.; Wien Alaska 
Airlines, Inc. 
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Specifically, I appear as general counsel of the Association of Local and 
Territorial Airlines on whose behalf I urge the passage of S. 3502 and related 
House bills introduced to extend and amend the Federal Airport Act as follows: 

1. Authorize to be obligated $100 million ($95 million continental United 
States and $5 million for Territories) for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 
1959, 1960, 1961, 1962, and 19638, respectively. 

2. Authorize to be obligated an additional $75 million in fiscal year 1959 to 
be administered as a separate fund at the discretion of the Secretary of Com- 
merce. (This makes a total of $175 million available in fiscal year 1959.) 

I am pleased to advise you that the members of this association at their 
quarterly regional meeting held in Las Vegas, Nev., April 10 and 11, included the 
passage of legislation to extend the Federal Airport Act as an agenda item 
and considerable time was given to a thorough consideration of the public service 
impact of the legislation. Following a studied discussion the members of this 
association unanimously voted to support passage of the legislation and it is on 
their behalf and by their direction that I appear before you today. 

The local service and territorial airlines are but one segment of aviation that 
will benefit by the Federal airport aid to be provided by this legislation. I 
shall confine my remarks to the assistance that this airport improvement will 
lend to the local service and territorial airlines in carrying out their responsi- 
bilities to the public. While I have felt for many years that the local service 
airlines more nearly represent a public service institution than most corporate 
enterprises, I should like to quote from a most recent speech by the Honorable 
James R. Durfee, Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, speaking before an 
Association of Local and Territorial Airlines’ meeting in Las Vegas, Nev., 
April 11. First, the Chairman indicated that the 13 local service carriers 
carried 3% times the number of passengers last year than all trunk carriers 
carried in 1938 and that in the 6-year period since 1951 local service passenger 
miles have gone up 250 percent—a growth that exceeds that of air carrier 
industry as a whole—which grew approximately 238 percent in the same period. 
He then said: 

“T wanted to make these growth comparisons in terms of traffic carried, 
rather than in terms of total aircraft or total investment or some other index 
of growth, because traffic figures are the real measure of service to the public. 

“We are often inclined to forget the public service being provided by the 
local service carriers when we consider the annual subsidy bill. Their public 
service record, however, is the important fact of their lives. The act was de- 
signed to promote a public service. The subsidy bill is the cost of spreading this 
service and the bulk of the year-by-year increase in subsidy has been due to 
route extensions that have brought service to more cities and more areas across 
the continent.” 

Accepting this excellent appraisal of the public service being provided by 
the local service carriers, it follows that with the continued Government support 
and extension of the Federal airport program, the entire public of the 49 States 
and the Territories will reap a direct and lasting benefit. In the opinion of 
the members of this association, the enactment of this legislation will make 
possible the more efficient day-to-day development of civil aviation under the 
policy formulated by Congress and set forth in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938. The construction and improvements of airports domestically and in the 
Territories is properly adapted to the present and futwre needs of the foreign 
and domestic commerce of the United States. 

In the performance of my duties as a member of the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
it was my privilege to hear a presentation and oral argument made to the Board 
by mayors of cities, presidents of chambers of commerce, and individual busi- 
ness managers on the occasion of the renewal of certificates for local service 
airlines. Congress, in its wisdom, granted these local carriers and the intra- 
Alaskan and intra-Hawaiian carriers permanent certificates. Prior to this 
congressional action it was routine for the Board to hear possibly 5 to 10 renewal 
cases a year. It was during these days of argument that I learned at first 
hand the significance of this local service transportation to the domestic com- 
merce of these United States. 

This distinguished committee, in its broader service in the Congress of the 
United States, is aware of the national policy of plant dispersal that followed 
more particularly the Korean crisis. It is a matter of Board record, but I state 
in particular at this time, that literally hundreds of heads of business have 
stood before the members of the CAB in local service airline cases and said that 
their plants could not have been located in such and such a city without the 
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airmail, air express, and passenger service that was to be provided by the par- 
ticularly named local service airline. 

The passage of legislation to extend the Federal Airport Act will revitalize 
the economic interplay between all sections of the country and within Territories 
which is so healthful to each and every citizen. 

Next, concerning the responsibilities of those in civil aviation to the present 
and future needs of the postal service, I should like to repeat a quotation that 
I have previously brought to the attention of this distinguished committee. 
It is from a speech made by the Postmaster General, Arthur E. Summerfield, 
before the United States Chamber of Commerce in Washington, D. C., on 
April 29, 1957: : 

“Basically, the post office can no longer rely, to the extent that it once could, 
on the railroads of the country for carrying the mails between post offices. 
Today there are only 2,600 mail carrying trains in contrast to more than 10,000 a 
quarter of a century ago. Today 70 percent of our post offices cannot be reached 
directly by train connections. 

“Consequently, the post office is increasingly depending upon airlines and 
trucks to speed the delivery of the mails.” 

Today, the small business local service airlines are not only exclusively serving 
261 small cities with airmail and air express, they are taking part in the 
Postmaster General’s experiment on airlifting 3-cent letters in serving these 
small cities. 

Extension and expansion of the Federal Airport Act will go far in assuring 
that the present and future needs of the postal service will be provided for. 

Next, I should like briefly to refer to the responsibility of those who operate 
civil aircraft toward the national defense phase of all operations. 

Once again, I call upon the distinguished members of the committee to take 
judicial notice, so to speak, of the dispersal program of military installations 
which followed the Korean conflict. In the event of mobilization or any upsurge 
in defense requirements, such as the country is experiencing today, the passage 
of legislation to extend and broaden the Federal Airport Act and the subsequent 
construction and improvement of the Nation’s airports would vitally affect 
the very heartbeat of the defense tempo throughout the land. 

While I believe that the contribution of this program to the present and 
future needs of the national defense needs no further description here, I would 
like to call to the committee’s attention the fact that since the passage of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, we have an additional concern, that of civil 
defense. 

The passage of legislation to extend the Federal Airport Act, with the follow- 
ing construction of airports, together with additions and improvements of exist- 
ing fields will guarantee that should our country face the holocaust of atomic 
war there will be literally hundreds of “cement slab islands of operation and 
safety” throughout the land. The existence of these islands of transport will 
greatly strengthen the Nation’s power to resist and successfully withstand any 
such attack as will be our destiny. While this association fully supports this 
legislation, I should like to additionally comment on bebalf of our Alaskan and 
Territorial carrier members that the annual increase in the future allocations 
of funds for the Territories being considered here is particularly timely and is 
appreciated. 

Mr. Nick Bez, chairn®in of the board of the Association of Local and Terri- 
torial Airlines, and a pioneer in Alaskan air operations, together with Mr. Sigurd 
Wien, president of Wien Alaska Airlines, Mr. Robert C. Reeve, president of 
Reeve-Aleutian Airways, Mr. Charles F. Willis, president of Alaska Airlines, and 
Mr. David Benz of TPA Aloha Airlines in Hawaii, personally affirm the need of 
this legislation. I quote from the president of one of these carriers, Mr. Robert 
C. Reeve, as follows: 

“The proposed $500 million extended Federal Airport Act will be of very great 
aid to the residents over our route who live in the most isolated area under 
the American flag. Only a few of the residential communities we serve have air- 
ports, yet these communities contribute an average of $12 million a year to the 
national wealth from their fisheries. 

“Federal airport aid has already contributed greatly to the well being of Sand 
Point in the Shumagins with participating funds in 1957 construction. Chignik, 
King Cove, and False Pass also require similar airfields. These communities 
will never reach their proper degree of growth and participation in the benefits 
of the outside world until they have airfields.” 
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In conclusion then, it is the opinion of the members of this association that 
passage of legislation extending the Federal Airport Act is in the public interest 
in the broadest political, social, and economic sense. Further, it is a necessary 
legislative step to insure that the encouragement and development of an air 
transportation system properly adapted to the present and future needs of the 
foreign and domestic commerce of the United States, of the postal service, and of 
the national and civil defense continue unabated. 

Mr. Apams. One of the first points I should like to bring to the 
attention of the committee is the question of plant dispersal. This 
distinguished committee, in its broader service in the Congress of the 
United States, is aware of the national policy of plant dispersal which 
followed more particularly the Korean crisis. It is a matter of board 
record, but I state in particular at this time that literally hundreds of 
businesses, heads of businesses, have stood before the members of the 
CAB in local service airline cases and said that their plants could not 
have been located in such and such a city without the air mail, air 
express, and passenger service that was to be provided by the particu- 
larly named local service airline. 

Next, Mr. Chairman, I should like to point out the significance to 
the Post Oflice Department of your legislation. 

I should like to quote just briefly from a statement of the Post- 
master General, General Summerfield. 

General Summerfield said : 

“Basically, the Post Office can no longer rely, to the extent that it 
once could, on the railroads of the country for carrying the mails be- 
tween post offices. Today 70 percent of our post offices cannot be 
reached directly by train connections. 

[ call that to the attention of this distinguished committee, that to- 
day these airports that you are considering constructing and enlarg- 
ing are to be the only means in many cities for use of the postal service. 

One other point, Mr. Chairman, and that relates to civil defense. 

While I believe that the contribution of this program to the present 
and future needs of the national defense needs no further description 
here, I would like to call to the committee’s attention the fact that 
since the passage of the Civil Aeronautics Act in 1938 we have an addi- 
tional concern, that of civil defense. The passage of legislation to 
extend the Federal Airport Act with the following construction of air- 
ports, together with additions and improvements of existing fields, will 
guarantee that should our country face the holocaust of atomic war 
there will be literally hundreds of cement slab islands of opei ration 
and safety throughout the land. The existence of these islands of 
transport will greatly strengthen the Nation’s power to resist and suc- 
cessfully withstand any such attack as will be our destiny. 

With those comments, Mr. Chairman, all related to specific points 
in the full statement here, I express the appreciation of our associa- 
tion for the opportunity to appear here today. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Adams. 

Questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

The Coatrman. Thank you very much. We appreciate having your 
statement. 

Mr. Apams. Thank you, Chairman Harris. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Stuart Tipton, president, Air Transport As- 
sociation. 
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STATEMENT OF STUART G. TIPTON, PRESIDENT, AIR TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Tipton. We appreciate the opportunity to come before this 
committee in connection with this important legislation. 

I also would like to submit for the committee’s record a full state- 
ment on this legislation pointing out the views of the members of the 
Air Transport Association on the legislation. 

I understand that this statement has been sent around to the mem- 
bers of the committee in advance. 

The Cuarrman. You may include your entire statement in the rec- 
ord, Mr. Tipton. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Stuart G. TIPTON, PRESIDENT AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICA ON H. R. 10972, H. R. 11091, H. R. 11566, H. R. 11619, anp S. 3502 


I. INTRODUCTION 


A leading newspaper recently reported : 

*“2,000-miles-per-hour jets on airlines seen—Lockheed official predicts super- 
sonic plan will be in use by 1968. 

“The Lockheed vice president, Clarence L. (Kelly) Johnson, predicted * * * 
that 1967 or 1968 would see the introduction of 2,000-mile-an-hour jets that 
would carry 150 passengers. 

“The 2,000-mile-an-hour plane envisaged by Lockheed would have a 4,000-mile 
transocean range. It would cost about $11 million or $12 million—about twice 
the price of the Boeing 707 and Douglas DC-8, this country’s subsonic jets.” 
(N. Y. Times, April 10, 1958.) 

At almost the same time, a national news magazine headlined a special story, 
Jetliners Around the Corner—But No Place to Land. This special report con- 
tained some fairly pessimistic information which can be summarized by quot- 
ing from the article itself: 

“Jet airliners will fly coast to coast in 4% hours, but will the airlines and 
airports be ready for the jet age? A $600 million program to modernize air- 
ports is planned. More money will be needed. Even then, the United States 
may trail other countries in jet service. 

“Difficulties for the United States are coming when other countries already 
are moving into jet transportation. Russia has been flying jet airliners on 
routes in Europe and Asia for more than a year. British prop-jet transports fly 
the Atlantic regularly. Jet planes built in France are in use on some airlines. 

“To handle these complicated new planes in large numbers, almost every 
major airport in the country will need modernizing. At the rate moderniza- 
tion is going, the jets will be ready long before the airports are.” (U.S. News 
& World Report, April 11, 1958.) 

The problems, both present and prospective, are important to your considera- 
tion of the legislation now before the committee, the Senate-passed bill S. 3502, 
and companion House bills, H. R. 10972, H. R. 11091, H. R. 11566. and H. R. 
11619. 

We shall refer principally to S. 3502 and H. R. 11566, both of which extend 
the Federal Airport Act, increasing the level of contractual obligation author- 
ity and providing for a 1-year additional appropriation of $75 million. 

The Air Transport Association, speaking for its membership comprising vir- 
tually all of the certificated carriers engaged in domestic, foreign, overseas, and 
territorial air operations, favors this legislation. 

The enactment of this legislation would find the local communities and States 
not only willing but presently prepared to contribute their fair share, on a 
matching basis, of the funds required to develop a system of national airports 
equal to the needs of the national economy and of the national defense. 

A survey jointly conducted by the National Association of State Aviation 
Officials, Airport Operators Council, and the American Association of Airport 
Executives shows that 1,138 airport projects are planned by United States com- 
munities during the next 4 years. Total reported cost for land acquisition and 
for landing area and terminal area development planned, during the 4-year 








(icr~ 


— 


FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 105 


period ahead, is $1,066,945,661. $521,146,951 of this cost is estimated to become 
aviuilable from local sources, and $68,513,402 from State sources for a total of 
$589,660,353. This leaves a deficit of $477,285,308. 

Funds to meet this deficit of over $477 million will be needed as follows: 


Fiscal year ending June 30, 1959__ Bers eT $128, 657, 730 
Fiscal year ending June 30, 1960_ bc aes wtp mie See ence -. 181, 762;064 
Fiscal year ending June 30, 1961 sagt en eee tp 114, 915, 094 
Fiscal year ending’ June 30, 1902... oes ke eee 


In recognition of this national responsibility, it is essential that the 85th Con- 
gress appropriate the necessary funds, as S. 3502 proposes, to enable the Na- 
tion to meet its currently anticipated airport requirements. The intent of the 
Federal Aiport Act, as foreshadowed by the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, will 
thus be properly discharged. 

In taking this position, we must disagree with the pronouncements of the 
Administration which are, at one and the same time, self-defeating and in- 
consistent. Refusal to pursue aggressively this type of legislation is contrary 
to the basic purposes outlined in the aviation facilities planning report. In 
fact, the Curtis report (aviation facilities planning) recognizes the necessity 
for an adequate system of airports when it states: 

“Airports are an integral part of the system of aviation facilities * * *. The 
increase in overall traffic will require a modernization of airports and an increase 
in their numbers. This imposes the necessity for coordinated national and local 
effort to insure that airports do not become a neglected element of the system, 
and thus a future bottleneck.” 

The Administrations’ position is inconsistent with and in sharp conflict with 
the specitic findings and conclusions contained in the report of the airport panel 
of the Transportation Council of the Department of Commerce, submitted to 
the Secretary of Commerce, at his request in 1954, and contained in Senate 
Document 95 of the 2d session of the 83d Congress. 

In 1954 an airport panel of the Transportation Council of the Department of 
Commerce reported on its then “new look” at the national airport program. 
The panel made certain findings and conclusions all of which are as correct and 
applicable today as they were over 4 years ago. They are: 

“The number and functional adequacy of present civil-airport facilities do 
not meet the present and future needs of civil aviation consistent with the 
requirements of the national interest and security. 

“States, municipalities, and other local political units alone are unable to 
carry the entire capital investment burden attendant upon the provision of an 
adequate system of national airports. 

“The Federal Government should participate financially with State and local 
governments in the construction and development of civil airports to the extent 
that these airports serve the national interest. 

“The determination of whether there is sufficient national interest to warrant 
Federal participation in a particular airport project should be based on a dem- 
onstration of tangible aeronautical necessity in the area served. 

“A thorough revision of the national airport plan should be made. This 
should be based on sound criteria designed to gage the tangible aeronautical 
necessity of the area served or to be served by the airport.” 

The report of the panel reviews the participation of the Federal Government 
in airport development. At the outset of the report, reference is made to the 
reasons for the development of an airport program by the Federal Government. 
This material is drawn from a work entitled ‘‘National Transportation Policy” 
by Messrs. Dearing and Owen. It would seem appropriate to quote again here 
their views: 

“The basic objectives of the Federal-aid program is to bring about, through 
a grant-in-aid program, ‘the establishment of an integrated nationwide system 
of public airports adequate to anticipate and meet the needs of civil aero- 
nautics * * *.’ 

“Safety alone requires that a central agency establish minimum requirements 
and uniform standards for the country as a whole, and that airports be properly 
planned as to size and location, runway length, approaches, lighting, and radio 
facilities. Moreover, the airport plan must be coordinated with the Federal 
airways. The achievement of greater utility for air transportation also ealls 
for a nationwide development of facilities, since a community which has no 
airport deprives not only itself but other communities desiring access to it. No 
matter how adequately a city might meet its airport requirements, its own 
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facilities would be of little use were there no other comparably adequate airports 
in other cities. 

“Finally, the joint use of airport facilities by civil and military aircraft and 
the standby value of the larger airports for military purposes make clear the ' 
interest of the Federal Government in developing a national system. 

“The question seems to be not whether the Federal Government has a legiti- 
mate role to perform in the development of airports, but rather what that role 
should be and to what ultimate goal Federal action should be directed.” | 


Without adverting to the early history of the airport program it should be 
noted that such a program was Started as early as the late twenties and that the 
first full design for a long-term program found fulfillment in the Federal Airport 
Act of 1946. 

The Federal aid airport program instituted by the Federal Airport Act of ’ 
1946 has been eminently successful. It has materially helped in producing the ‘ 
best national airport system in the world. This is true despite the handicap 
resulting, prior to amendment of the act to provide for firm contractual obliga- 
tion authority, from widely fluctuating annual Federal grants. For example, in 
fiscal 1947, the first year in which the program was effective, $45 million was 1 
appropriated. In 1954 there was no appropriation under the act. For fiscal ] 
1959 commitments have now been made for $63,566,135, the highest amount ] 


ever committed under the act. In no year, however, has there been a level of 
appropriation as large as that contemplated in the original act ($100 million). I 
S. 3502 and H. R. 11566, which provide for annual commitments of up to $100 
million would, therefore, bring the program on the basis provided for in the 
original act. 


Il, AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT MUST KEEP PACE WITH INCREASED USE AND ADVANCED I 
TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT 


The dynamic growth of air transportation in the past and the promise of 
such growth in the future serves as a yardstick to measure civil airport re- ' 
quirements. By air transportation is meant the commercial airlines and gen- 


eral aviation. “General aviation” is a term embracing all forms of civil flying ; 
other than the commercial airlines. ( 
The aforequoted New York Times story, taken with the statements in the 
U. S. News & World Report, alert us to the necessity for a total program of | f 
commercial aviation development. We have ordered the airborne instrument 
for the jet age. But we need the facilities in order not only to operate it : 
efficiently and economically but in order to operate it at all. : 
On January 8, 1958, the Air Transport Association was permitted to present , 
to the Aviation Subcommittee a symposium on turbine aircraft—its problems 


and its promises. We feel that the study would be a valuable part of this 
record and submit it, with your permission. s 


In discussing airport considerations, you will recall that we stated: : 

“The aircraft in themselves were economically feasible providing that ade- 
quate airports could be developed. * * * A preliminary inspection of existing | 
runways, taxiways, and ramp areas led to the conclusion that the jet transports ' 
could be operated at somewhat reduced efficiency, but that in nearly all cases 
the existing airports required alteration to some extent. Generally speaking, . 
however, the major airports, although not entirely adequate, were of such 
basic configuaration that they could be made suitable if sufficient time and 
money were available. 

“In summary (it was stated) we are faced with an airport situation which is t 
far from ideal. Much progress has been accomplished during the past few years, t 
but much more work must be done. Ty the time the jets are placed in service, we 
will be able to accomplish a reasonable operation. * * * A large amount of work C 
still remains to be done, particularly in the difficult area of providing secondary : 
runways. This work is time consuming and difficult in that it must be accom- a 
plished piecemeal through local political subdivisious.” 

Accordingly, your wisdom in considering this legislation at this time provides ; 
an oppertunity for the airborne instrument of commercial aviation—the jet ¢ 
aircraft—to be caught up with by one of the many elements which will make 
its commercial operation successful. Accomplishment of this will be in the m 
publie interest, and of enormos value to our national security requirements. . 

Airports, despite the efforts of many of prove this to the contrary, are not t 
necessarily devoted, in whole or even in principal part, to the operations of the t 


commercial airlines. An airport is a national defense requirement as well as 





FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 107 


a requirement for domestic and international commerce, It 
adjunct to private flying, corporate flying, and military flying. 

Or to state it more comprehensively and quite accurately, 
both a national and a community asset. 

The growth that we can anticipate in civil flying should be set out here and 
made a part of this record in order to give this legislation its proper posture. 

During the past 20 years, domestic airline passenger traffic has grown at a 
phenomenal rate. Volume reached a recordbreaking 44.4 million passengers 
and 25.3 billion passenger miles in 1957 compared with 12.5 million passengers 
and 6.1 billion passenger miles in 1947 and 1.2 million passengers, one-half a 
billion passenger miles in 1938. 

According to a forecast made by the Civil Aeronautics Administration, there 
will be 66° million passeligers and 35 billion passenger-miles flown by 1960, 
%3 million passengers and 49 billion passenger-miles flown by 1965, and 118 
million passengers and 60 billion passenger-miles tlown by 1970. 


is a necessary 


it is in every respect 


Since 1946 the volume of air cargo (air express and airfreight) has risen 
nore than fourfold and totaled 261 inillion ton-miles in 1957. The CAA 
forecasts (predicts) that wr-cargo traffic will increase to approximately 600 
million ton-miles by 1960, 1 billion ton-miles by 1965 and 1.6 billion ton-miles 
by 1970 

The outstanding development in general aviation fiving in recent 
been the rapid growth in the use of the airplane for | 
agricultural and industrial applications, 


years has 
yusiness transportation, 
and in transportation-for-hire flying. 
The Nation’s general aviation fleet includes more than 65,000 active aircraft 
and logged more than 10 million hours of flying time during 1957. This repre- 
sents about 40 times the number of domestic airline aircraft and 3 times the 
number of hours flown annually by the airlines. 

It is forecast that the general aviation fleet will have 69,500 active aircraft 
and an annual utilization of 11.8 million hours by 1960, 89,000 aircraft and 
io million hours by 1965. and 107,875 aircraft and 19.1 million hours by 
17.) 

The increased volume of air-transport traffic will be translated into in- 
creased air-transport operation (arrivals and departures) at airports with 
CAA control towers. During the past decade, total airline and itinerant 
(general aviation and military) operations have increased nearly fourfold 
from about 4 million movements (or operations) in 1946 to more than 15 
million movements in 10956 (latest CAA figure). According to the CAA fore- 
cast, there will be 22 million movements in 1860, 30 million in 1965, and 35 
million in 1970, 

The foregoing figures do not take into consideration movements of a purely 
local nature, such as training flights or those operating from and to the same 
airport. Including local aircraft movements, CAA control towers cleared 
successfully nearly 24 million landing and takeoffs during the fiscal year 
1957. 

In his report to the President « 
Curtis said: 


nm aviation facilities planning. Edward P. 


By 1975 we must provide aviation facilities to 
composed essent ially of the follow ing: 

“(@) Air carrier traftie increase to 150 percent of plane movements today. 

“(b) Itinerant air traffic increase to 400 percent of today’s traftic. 

“This projected increase in aircraft movements means that we must do all 
that is practical to increase the capacity of existing airports and then plan ahead 
to provide additional airports as they are needed * * *” 

Elsewhere, the Curtis report Says: “As aircraft become more versatile, produc- 
tive and dependable, they are flown more each year. While in 1936 there were 
5 million takeoffs and landings at the Nation’s airports, there are now 65 million, 
and 115 million are forecast in 1975.” 

Every modern civil airport in 
defense. Many are regularly 
available in an emerge 


accommodate air traffie 


the country is also a facility for the national 
used in peacetime by the military. All would be 
ney and all would play an important role, 
The value of civil airports to the Nation was tellingly 
World War II. It is generally agreed by military 
States Government has saved many millions of 
to facilitate the swift movement of ] 
the trouble spots of the world. 

The records of the Civil Aeronautics Administration sl 
of the first quarter of 1945. some 429 civil 


demonstrated during 
authorities that the United 
dollars by using civil airports 
riority passengers and vital materials to 


iow that, by the end 
airports had been turned over to the 
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Army and Navy in the interests of national defense. In addition, as United 
States participation in the war expanded, the number of military operations 
at airports still under civil control increased. For example, between 1942 and 
1944, military operations increased more than 400 percent at civil airports with 
CAA control towers. 

In this connection, former Secretary of the Air Force Finletter has said: 

“The Air Force has been the first to recognize that there has necessarily been 
some strain when both expanding military and expanding civil aviation are 
trying to satisfy their requirements within airport structure which is not in- 
creasing in proportion to the combined needs of civil and military aviation.” 

Although there was some reduction in military operations at civil airports 
for the 2-year period after the close of World War IT, there has been, since 1948, 
a continuing increase in total military operations. 

Based upon a survey made as of July 30, 1957, there were 237 civil airports 
in the United States that were used jointly by civil and military aircraft. At 
90 of these airports there were United States Air Force-based aircraft, United 
States Navy equipment at 54, Air National Guard at 61, and United States Army 
military aireraft at 91. The number of planes based at these airports varied 
as did the proportion of actual military aircraft operations. 

The important point though is that, in addition to the emergency value of our 
airports certainly demonstrated during World War II, there is their everyday 
utilization by one or another element of our national defense components. 

The request for present and prospective appropriations represented by this 
legislation is merely an element in the total effort if commercial aviation is to 
be properly prepared for the jet revolution. The ATA has just completed a 
current census of our commitments for the jet age. These reflect, you must 
agree, that the airlines are making a genuine contribution to the economy of 
the country. 

These data will give you some idea of the kind of faith that our industry has 
in its own prospects for the future, as well as its faith in the basic health of the 
economy of the country. 

The airlines of the United States have committed themselves for equipment 
facilities, to be acquired or constructed over the next 4 years, which will cost 
3 times the value of their existing property and equipment. This is a program 
of expansion which, comparatively, surpasses that of any other industry in the 
United States. 

The book value of the industry’s operating property and equipment at the 
end of 1957 was about $1,160 million. 

The total cost of new flight equipment on order or presently planned is now 
estimated at $2,420 million. It is estimated that $297 million will be spent for 
ground facilities and other related equipment. Over and above these outright 
payments, additional investment, in an amount of $230 million, will be made 
in reliance upon long-term leases already undertaken or planned by the airlines. 

The introduction of jet aircraft into airli@e fleets in late 1958 will represent 
the most dramatic equipment revolution in airline history. 

These aircraft, about 400 of which were on order at the end of 1957, will be 
big, heavy, and fast. They will carry as many as 180 passengers at speeds 
upwards of 550 miles per hour. 

The considerable advance in performance which jet aircraft offer adds 
emphasis to the need for quick and efficient handling at the terminal areas in 
order to meet the public convenience. It is mandatory that the most suitable 
equipment and methods be used in getting jets off the runways, unloaded, 
loaded, and on their way again. 

Handling the jet-age passenger at the airport must match the speed at which 
he will fly. The greatly increased number of passengers anticipated in the jet 
age will demand improved passenger and baggage flow between the terminal 
entrance and the airplane; improved handling of ground transportation—taxi- 
cabs, private automobiles, and parking: improved ticketing and baggage-check- 
ing facilities; and improved passenger service rooms and facilities for safety, 
comfort, and convenience. In a word, in order to take full advantage of the 
technological advances the jet age will bring, airports must improve their ter- 
minal passenger-service facilities at all levels. 

The Curtis report predicts that “while there will be a need for a twofold 
increase (by 1975) in the capacity of the Nation’s airports, ground facilities 
dealing directly with passengers will require even more spectacular increases in 
capacity.” 








FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 109 


The airlines have anticipated these problems, and a substantial portion of the 
better than $500 million committed to ground facilities and related equipment 
will be devoted to improved passenger service. 

In categorizing the problem areas which will result from jet operations, as 
you can see, we have not neglected our own responsibilities. The airlines have 
told us of the additional investment which will be required of them in ground 
facilities to be used exclusively by the airlines. Although there is no capital 
commitment covering these, there is nevertheless the financial responsibility 
involved in the assumption of long-term leases which, in every instance, will 
constitute over the period of the lease full payment for facilities which could 
otherwise not have been built. 

In order to make this perfectly clear, let me give you the standard example 
of what is happening at airports like Idlewild and Miami International. In 
these places, financing is secured for the construction of a facility to be used 
exclusively by the airlines, based upon a contractual arrangement between the 
airline and the local authority which guarantees, over a period of time, pay- 
ments to cover not only the cost of construction but also the necessary interest 
charges and debt-servicing payments. 

Sut even beyond that, almost without exception, every domestic trunkline, 
and in some instances the smaller local service carriers, have expended large 
ssums in research and development in order to gear passenger comfort to the 
technology of the jet age. 

These items are set out in order to lay at rest, if possible, any claim that an 
airport program is designed, either uniquely or wholly, for the certificated air- 
lines of the United States and in any way represents a direct or indirect sub- 
siidy to them. 

It is almost impossible to speak of the self-contained air transport system 
without at the same time considering the importance of every element of the 
aviation complex including, but not limited to, general aviation as well as 
military flying in the present and prospective interest of the national defense. 


III. THE AIRPORT IS A NATIONAL AND A COMMUNITY ASSET 


We have already stated, and it should appear obvious, that every modern civil 
airport in the country is a facility for national defense—either in terms of peace- 
time use or emergency availability in the event of a war or an emergency just 
short of war. 

However, some considerations should be given to the contribution of the civil 
airport to community development, national development, and our total economy. 
Today the airport is a foundation on which considerable economic prospects of a 
community are built. The stability and growth of an area’s industry and com- 
merce are linked to the adequacy of its air facilities, and the airport has become 
a key to new enterprise, new expansion. 

The airport, in fulfilling its potential as a community asset, first of all provides 
service. An airport serves people, the hometown people, who travel for business 
or pleasure, or for family reasons. It serves as well the newcomers and visitors. 

In 1957, through our United States airport doors passed 49,339,000 passengers to 
fly on American-flag scheduled airlines ; additional millions passed through those 
same doors to use private planes, foreign-flag airlines, irregular carriers, business 
aircraft, and military planes. Every hour of every day, 5,630 people—grand- 
mothers and children, salesmen and executives, brides and grooms, soldiers and 
housewives—pass through terminal gates to board scheduled airliners. 

The airport provides a service for our mail. Airport facilities have brought all 
the communities of our country within 6 cents and 24 hours of each other, even 
counting surface time for the off-line towns and villages. A glance at the record 
shows that since the beginning of airline airports in 1926, airmail sent coast to 
coast has been reduced in price from 45 cents to 6 cents per ounce, and in transit 
time from 32 to 7 hours. Airmail delivery time averages five times faster than 
surface post. 

An airport survey of a metropolitan industrial area revealed that of the 5,500 
firms questioned, 75 percent use airmail daily with 70 percent reporting it vital to 
their business. Having an airport makes possible, they affirmed, efficiency and 
economy in business through speedier delivery of orders, contracts, and bank 
clearances. 

The airport has brought to its community a new means of sending its products 
to market and of receiving its share of the world’s goods. The airports’ freight 
hangars are the clearinghouse for air shipments of almost every conceivable 
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variety of product, grown or manufactured. With the cargo facilities are loaded 
such diverse shipments as fresh fruit and vegetables, live chickens and horses, 
heavy machinery and phonograph records, all bound for destinations across the 
country or across the sea. 

And, as has been noted above, the airport serves the business flyer, the private 
flyer, and 75 percent of our airports in the United States are used as a base for 
aircraft used wholly or partly for agricultural purposes. 

In 46 States farmer operators annually fly some 800,000 hours doing farm 
chores: spraying, seeding, dusting, surveying, checking crops, inspecting fallow 
land, counting wild ducks, chasing birds from rice fields, shooting coyotes, and 
fertilizing. Apples, clover, alfalfa, an wheat are but a few of the diverse crops 
that are being produced in larger quantity and at lower cost in areas with the aid 
of agricultural flyers. 

Airports perform an important function in establishing regular patrols to de- 
tect forest fires during prolonged dry seasons in the West. The airport also sup 
plies aerial spotters who, watching from the air, inform the ground crews as to 
wind changes and as to the direction in which the fire is spreading. 

An integral part of every airport is its weather observation station. Knowing 
and forecasting the weather is necessary for safe and efficient flying, but the 
services of the Weather Bureau benefit the entire community. Prompt distribu- 
tion of weather reports are made to communication centers in every area and 
often radio broadcasts are made directly from the airport center. 

The American airport increases civic wealth. It does this in a number of 
ways: By expanding existing businesses: by attracting new industry and cus- 
tomers by offering employment, both directly and indirectly: surprisingly 
enough, by increasing the value of real estate; by contributing additional income 
to surface transportation and utility companies and advertising and publicity 
media. 

In other words, a communty without on airnort lecks a basie tool for getting 
and doing business. As Gen. James Doolittle has said, “A city’s economic health 
depends to a considerable degree on its ability to accommodate aircraft efficiently 
and safely.” 

There are other advantages and benefits derived from the existence of an 
airport. 

It is an educational facility. An airport may be considered an extra school- 
room. 

It can be, and in many places is, a recreation and entertainment center. 

Without question it fosters community prestige and civic spirit. 

An airport is important to the stature and to the economic health of a com- 
munity, and to the stability and growth of its industries. Therefore, an airport 
has more than local importance. It is important to the commerce and to in- 
dustry—to businesses, large and small—of the Nation as a whole; it is important 
to the Nation’s first line of defense—the production line. 

3ut what is most important, an airport goes a long way toward eliminating 
separatism—toward giving these United States the unity and cohesion in which 
resides the climate for national security and for the continuing prosperity of 
United States citizens everywhere. 

Recently the scheduled airlines serving south Florida commissioned a study 
in order to evaluate certain basic facts concerning the Miami International Air- 
port. The report recorded and assessed the greater growth and increasing in- 
fluence of air transportation in the greater Miami area. 

Set out below are some key points in a report which is some 47 pages long 
and contains dozens of tables and charts: 

“South Florida’s greatest single asset is Miami International Airport. It 
provides nearly 20 percent of the total employment in Dade County. It is the 
principal gateway for Dade County’s $250 million annual tourist busmess. 

“Miami International Airport belongs to the taxpayers of Dade County. Its 
total value is placed at about a quarter billion dollars. It has been almost en- 
tirely paid for by airport revenue. 

“Miami International Airport is the hub of the tourist industry in south 
Florida and a gateway to world travel and commerce. Without the airlines 
greater Miami would not be the metropolitan center it is today. 

“The airlines’ foresight, backed by their financial support, has created a year- 
round tourist industry in Dade County. 

“The airlines and their huge maintenance facilities, payrolls and purchases, 
the manifold manufacturing adjuncts serving the airport, and the air tourist 
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travel industry contributed more than $300 million to the Dade County economy 
in 1956. 

“Nearly 50,000 persons in Dade County owe their jobs directly or indirectly 
to the aviation industry. The total employment in Dade County is 275,000. The 
50,000 jobs attributable to the aviation industry support families totaling an 
estimated 200,000 persons. 

“Delta, Eastern, National, and Pan American paid out $75 million in salaries 
and wages in Dade County during 1956. These 4 airlines directly employ nearly 
15,000 persons in and around Miami International Airport—making them the 
largest single type of industrial employer in Dade County. 

“More than 60 percent of the 2,800,000 passengers carried annually in and out 
of Miami International Airport by Pan American, Delta, Eastern, and National 
are tourists or transients, adding to the spending total of greater Miami's tre- 
mendous tourist industry. 

“The growth of Miami International Airport is the result of continued cooper- 
ation between the people of Dade County and their elected officials with the 
major airlines serving the area, Without this cooperative spirit toward a com- 
mon goal, Miami International Airport would never have become the bulwark 
in Dade County’s economy that it is today.” 

The record of airport profitability, told in the aforementioned study for just 
one area, is only beginning. The profit accrues not only to the community but 
to the country as a whole in all matters of commerce, to the national defense, 
and to the postal service. It is a joint venture not only to be jointly enjoyed 
but jointly financed as is now the case. 


IV. CONCLUSION 


The scheduled airlines of the United States heartily endorse the purpose of this 
legislation and urge that it be supported, because, as the Civil Aeronautics Act 
suggests, a sound air system will benefit our foreign and domestic commerce, our 
postal service, and our national defense. S. 3502 and H. R. 11566 provide for 
an additional $75 million this coming fiscal year. These additional funds will 
not only expedite the development of the airports for the jet revolution, and 
pick up the lag, but it is in keeping with the recognition by the commercial 
airline industry of the contribution it can make to our economy. 

It has been some time since an opportunity so clearly existed for both long- 
and short-term gain. The short-term gain is obvious at this time when our 
economy is in such pressing need for antirecession measures. 

The long-term gain is just as obvious and considerably more important. At 
a time when we are engaged in an all-out cold war for international leadership 
with the increasingly powerful Soviet Union, we cannot afford to pass up an 
opportunity as logical as this—the development of our air network to its full, 
and necessary strength. 

The airlines of the United States are aware of the challenge posed by the 
dynamic growth Aeroflot has demonstrated in recent months. The more than 
$2 billion that our airlines have ordered in new flight equipment is proof that 
they are ready to meet this challenge. 

Efficient, modern airports must be considered as a national asset. The respon- 
sibility for their development and maintenance cannot be shifted to local com- 
munities. This is true, not only because of the importance of national defense, 
but because airports serve as the very basis of the Nation’s air commerce, and 
the postal service. 

The modern system of air transport knows no boundaries of State or county. 
Freight, passengers, and mail move from region to region and from coast to 
coast in an exchange of the Nation’s commerce. Further, every airport in the 
United States serves not only the immediate area, but is a gateway to points 
within the United States and throughout the world. 

A a time when we are engaged in a cold war for international prestige with 
the powerful Soviet, we cannot afford to reject any opportunity to be preeminent. 

This committee is well aware of the extraordinary advances that the Rus- 
sians are making in jet transportation. A proper airport act, accompanied 
by the necessary appropriations, will reinforce our bid for supremacy in the 
race for total civil air power. 


Mr. Tipron. Just to speak for one moment on the bill. 


It seems tremendously important to us that this legislation pass, 
and pass in this session of Congress, because as this committee knows, 
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having participated in the activity greatly, we are making real progress 
toward the solution of our air traffic control problem. We do not have 
it solved but we are making real progress, and the program of this 
committee with its corresponding committee in the Senate gives us 
great confidence it will be solved. 

It will not help us very much if having solved the air traffic control 
problem we hit another problem on the ground. 

It is the purpose of this legislation, as we understand it, to keep 
airports apace with airways and with the development of av tation. 

Thank you, Mr.Chairman. That isall I have to say. 

The CuHarrman. Mr. Flynt ? 

Mr. Fiynr. Mr. Tipton, we had a witness before us yesterday who 
made the statement that he could not foresee within the predictable 
future a time when the operation of airports would become a self- 
sustaining operation. 

Without putting you on the spot I wonder if you would like to 
comment on that and say whether you agree with ‘him on that ques- 
tion of self-sustaining airport operations ? 

Mr. Treron. I do not agree with that witness at all. 

There are many airports in the country now that are a financial 
success. The payments of the users of the field, taken with the pay- 
ments of people who have concessions in the area, return the operating 
and maintenance cost of the airport and either pay fully or contribute 
substantially to the capital costs of the field. 

As to New York, I am perfectly confident, for example, that the 
number of airports that are financially successful will rapidly increase 
in the future as they have in the past. We have been pleased at the 
financial success of our airports during the past decade. It is vastly 
improved and great progress is being made. 

I have no reason to think that that progress will stop. In short, 
I think the witness yesterday was unduly doleful. 

Mr. Frynv. In your capacity as president of the Air Transport 
Association, I am sure that you and the member airlines of your asso- 
ciation are, indeed, grateful for the assistance, in one form or another, 

that has been given to a young, growing, and dynamic industry. 

Am I also correct in my belief that you desire, and, speaking in your 
capacity as president of that transport association and spe aking for 
the companies which belong to your association, that you look forward 
to the time when you will be as nearly as possible a self-sustaining 
industry within the breadth of airline operations? 

Mr. Tirron. We surely do. The progress of the air transportation 
industry toward complete self-sufficiency, in my opinion, has been 
spectacular in that since the war the entire trunkline system, which 
does 95 percent or more of the air transport. business of the country, 
operates without subsidy, and the local-service lines and other lines 
are in an earlier developmental stage and making progress, also. |] 
think the prospects of the industry completely getting out from a 
subsidy position are excellent. 

Mr, Fiynv. I would like to comment at this time that I am particu- 
larly pleased wh Mr. Tipton’s answer to that question, for this rea- 
son: I am sure this witness, as well as many other witnesses who have 
appeared in connection with this airport legislation, feel the de- 
sirability of. continued efforts along the line of Federal aid to airport 


FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 113 


improvement at this particular time and in the immediate future; 
yet, if we approach it from the standpoint that it is a permanent sort 
of thing, then there would be absolutely no cessation of this, and there 
would be no justification for denying to any other industry, whether 
it be a transportation industry, whether it be a manufacturing indus- 
try, or whether it be a distribution industry, Federal aid financed by 
tax funds to make up any deficits which might exist in that particular 
industry. 

I would like to make this next statement in the form of a rhetorical 
question: Is it a correct assumption to say that, if and when the 
time of growing pains of the airline industry have passed, you desire 
to see it recognized as near to a totally private enterprise as any other 
normal industry within the framework of this legislation ? 

Mr. Tieton. I have no difficulty in answering in the affirmative, Mr. 
Flynt, but I would like to add a comment. We do not regard the 
airport aid as represented in this bill as a subsidy, certainly not to 
airlines, since they are relatively minority users of the airports, and, 
actually, not a subsidy to private aviation, as such, a term which I 
use to include all nongovernmental flying, because it seems to me that 
the basis of the Feder: al airport aid is not an effort to aid the operators 
of aircraft. It is bottomed on creation of national assets that are 
valuable from the standpoint of the national defense and, as Mr. 
Adams just pointed out, from civil-defense activities. They create 
improved communications in the country in the same way that the 
Government since the First Congress has sought to improve communi- 

cations to create national assets, so that I do not regard this legislation 
as a subsidy legislation for anybody. 

Mr. Fiynr. I fully understand that, and I know you do not regard 
it as a subsidy, and neither do the members of this committee, 

However, in complete candor, I think all of us would be among the 
first to admit that it is an indirect aid, at least, if not actually direct 
assistance, to both private aviation and to commercial aviation in the 
form of airlines. However, by the same token, it is an even greater 
and a more direct aid and assistance to the localities which it serves, 
which the airport serves. 

Mr. Treron. With those statements, I would surely agree. 

Mr. Fiynt. Thank you, Mr. Tipton. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Hale? 

Mr. Hare. Have you read the statement made to this committee 
yesterday by Under Secretary of Commerce Rothschild ? 

Mr. Tirron. I have not. 

Mr. Harr. I wish you would read it. I would be very much inter- 
ested to have your comments on it. I thought it was an impressive 
statement. Of course, everybody would like to have the Federal Gov- 
ernment spend money on airports, but Mr. Rothschild makes a quite 
cogent point, and I think, myself, that the time is coming when air- 
lines will have to bear more of a burden in connection with these 
airports. Do you disagree? 

Mr. Treton. No; | do not disagree. As far as the airlines are con- 
cerned, there is no doubt that they are bearing and will continue to 
bear an increasing share of the cost of the airports because, as time 
as passed, as our arrangements for the use of airports have been re- 
negotiated, rediscussed with the local community, the prices for using 
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them have gone up and up and up. It is like the price of everything 
else. We see noend to that. 

As I regard the airline problem, and I have a real concern here, 
since the airlines are the one user of the airport that is bound to use 
it, and the airlines are easy to get at, they will pay an undue share of 
the cost of the airport, far beyond the extent of their use. That is 
our problem now, not as to whether we are paying enough for the 
use of the airports. It is whether, in view of our position, where we 
are bound by law to serve the city, by reason of that position we are 
not a very good target for exorbitant dem: anda, and we have encoun- 
tered them with the local communities, and we are encountering them, 
and we will encounter them again. 

I have no fear, Mr. Hale, that the airlines will not pay enough for 
their use of these public facilities. My problem, I believe, and I be- 
lieve it is a real one, is that the airlines will be called upon to pay an 
exorbitant share of the cost and, thus, pass on to their passengers and 
shippers more money than they really ought to pay. 

Mr. Hate. Is airplane fuel federally taxed ? 

Mr. Tipron. Subject to a 2-cent Federal tax, along with others. 

Mr. Hatz. What percentage’ 

Mr. Tirron. Two cents a gallon, which results in the airlines pay- 
ing each year—gas consumption has gone up so fast I cannot keep up 
with it—around $25 million annually for gasoline taxes. 

Then we pay directly to the airport operators, in terms of rentals 
and fees, which are negotiated out with them. 

Mr. Hare. But you pay no State taxes / 

Mr. Treton. We pay State gasoline taxes in a limited number of 
States, 12 or 13 States, I think. 

We always oppose as vigorously as we can the assessment of State 
gasoline taxes because in all instances the State does not furnish 
facilities for the airlines, so it is inequitable for us to pay State gaso 
line taxes. 

The Federal Government furnishes our airways and assesses us the 

2-cent gasoline tax for that, and the local community furnishes the 

airport and charges us directly for that, so it is not right for the 
States to impose a gasoline tax on us, and we have convinced most 
of the States that that is right. 

Mr. Hare. It would not be unfair for the States to tax you if the 
States contributed to the airport program. 

Mr. Trpron. That is right; but while they do in some instances 
that is rather limited. 

Mr. Hare. There are very few instances in which the States do 
contribute ? 

Mr. Treron. Very few instances where they do. 

Mr. sa Are there any airports where there is a landing charge? 

Mr. Treron. All airports have a landing charge for us, for air- 
lines. Our arrangements with airports go pretty much like this, in 
two parts: 

We pay an amount for the use of the runways and the ramps. 
That is stated in terms, usually, of so much per thousand pounds 
of the airplane for each landing. Then we pay at regular real-estate 
prices for rentals within the hangars and within the terminal build- 
ing, so that we pay landing charges at all airports. 
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Mr. Hare. Of course the airlines pay for the space in the airport 
buildings ¢ 

Mr. Trpron. That is right. 

Mr. Hate. Do they pay an annual charge for the privilege of 
iF —s at the airport! 


Mr. Tipron. No. This varies a little bit, but this kind of arrange- 
ment is becoming almost standard : 

Each airline will be charged, let us say, 10 cents per ee 
pounds per each landing. Consequently, when you bring in a DC- 
which grosses 25,000 pounds, each landing costs, at the rs ite I spec ified, 
$2.50. That is for each landing. If you have 40 landings a day 
there, you multiply the 214 by 40 and that is the daily charge. 

Mr. Hare. You'don’t pay it every day, do you? 

Mr. Treron. Every month. 

That landing charge varies a good bit throughout the country. Ii 
will run up as high as 18 cents a thousand pounds. 

Mr. Hate. Are those landing charges fixed by each airport? 

Mr. Treron. That is right. We negotiate with the airport officials 
and we enter into a contract with them by which we agree to pay 
them for those landing charges and agree to pay the rental within 
buildings, hangar rent, and so on. It is a contract for a term. 

Mr. Hare. Charges are not fixed by statute in any instance ? 

Mr. Tieron. Not fixed by statute ; no. 

Mr. Harr. Which means the people who run the airports charge 
what they think the traffic will bear. 

Mr. 'Tirron. The people who run the airports have us right by 
the tail. 

Mr. Hare. That is all very interesting. Thank you. 

Mr. Frynr. Further answering of the question you just asked 
could you conveniently supply for the record the |: inding charges at 
the 10 most used airports in the country ? 

Mr. Tipron. I would be very glad to. 

Mr. Frynv. Together with the amount of rental for takeoff space 
and hangar space. 

Mr. Tirron. I would be very glad to do that. 

Mr. Hare. It would be interesting if you would even include half 
a dozen of the largest airlines and what these figures come to in their 
budget in the course of a year. 

Mr. Treron. I willtry to dothat. Ihave some information on that 
ready at hand, and I will try to include it in my answer to Mr. Flynt’s 
question, and the reference to the actual total amount paid by some 
representative airlines. 

Mr. Fiynr. I would like to ask unanimous consent that that be 
inserted at this point in the record. 

The CuatrMan. You may supply that for the record, Mr. Tipton. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Atrk TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, 


Washington, D. C., July 25, 1958. 
Hon. OREN Harris, 


Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: During my testimony on July 23, 1958, regarding 
S. 3502, the bill which would extend the Federal Airport Act, I was requested by 


several members of the committee to supply for the record the landing fees and 
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rentals paid by the airlines at the 10 busiest airports in the country, and infor- 
mation as to the total amount paid by the industry for such charges. 

There is attached a tabulation which indicates the terminal-building rentals 
and the landing fees paid by the airlines at the 10 busiest airports in this 
country. 

The above is in response to a question which Mr. Flynt asked. In addition 
Mr. Hale ask that I try to furnish similar figures for some of the larger airlines. 
In checking into the matter, we have run into the problem that the system of 
accounts does not break this information out and it would take considerable 
amount of time to secure the information in the form requested. However, 
from our studies it does appear that the domestic air carriers paid approxi- 
mately $14 million in landing fees in 1957 and $10 million in airport rentals in 
the same year. I hope this furnishes the information the committee desired. 

Cordially, 
S. G. Tipton. 
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Typical maximum certificated landing weights 


Pounds Pounde 
Constellation 1649___.________ 123, 000 | Douglas DC—6B___-____--_-- 85, 000 
ROCNIE  TO POON Cisne icici rene ws Sed Se oe a ie dons 57, 500 
Constellation 1049G__________ 113, 000 | Convair CV-—340___._.____ _... 46,500 
Sa DRG oie ts we da 95, 000 | Douglas DC-3__....—-------- 24, 400 


Mr. Hate. I wish you would read Mr. Rothschild’s statement. It 
would give anybody pause. 

Mr. Treron. I am sorry not to be prepared to comment on this in 
detail except it was my understanding Mr. Rothschild has opposed 
the airport legislation. 

Mr. Have. He opposed it and I venture to say he is the only one 
who will. Others are eager to get the Federal Government to spend 
hloney . 

Mr. Tipron. In response to that I think Mr. Rothschild in his posi- 
titon is failing to recognize the necessity of maintaining our system 
in balance. 

We have let our air-traflic-control system become inadequate, and it 
has caused no end of difficulty, difficulty not only generally speaking 
but specifically for this committee. 

If we let our airport system become inadequate, and on the basis of 
the figures presented in my main statement it will be demonstrated 
that without this type of aid it will become inadequate, then we will 
have pulled up one of our props and let the other one fall down, which 
would be most. unfortunate and most unwise. 

The Cuairnman. Mr. Springer? 

Mr. Sprincer. Mr. Tipton, since you represent the Air Transport 
Association, and since you speak for them, there are a couple basic 
things I would like to explore. 

Mr. Rothschild’s statement here yesterday brought out apparently 
« fundamental change of thinking and a new approach to the whole 
question of Federal contribution. That was divided into two parts. 

Did you hear Myx. Rothschild yesterday ¢ 

Mr. Tieron. I am sorry, I did not. 

Mr. Serincer. The first thing was that many lines were subsidized 
to w large extent, and a contribution from the Federal Treasury is 
made to them during the time they are getting started. 

Then there always comes a time when that subsidization is with- 
drawn and the industry is expected to operate under its own capabil- 
ities. 

The second thing was that on these Federal contributions which 
apparently the Federal Government will have to make indefinitely in 
the future, and I am talking about safety aids and all the other things 
that go into it, what should be the contribution of the air industry 
toward those expenses. He was not adamant about it but he just raised 
the question. 

It was his belief that the time had now come when the Federal Gov- 
ernment ought to be reducing its expenditures. At least they should 
not be getting greater. 

Yesterday he testified that there would be some $3 billion in con- 
struction in the next 4 to 5 years and about another billion dollars in 
the form of subsidization which would take up 4 different categories. 

It was his belief that the Federal Government ought not go beyond 
that but the $4 billion ought to be the maximum we should pay. 
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Has your association given any consideration at all to this line of 
thinking; that the Federal Government ought now to be withdrawing 
its support and the industry should be assuming its obligations to a 
large extent? I am talking about the industry “and the community, 
together. 

Mr. Tipron. It seems to me we have two types of situations here 
that need to be kept separate. One of them is the airways system of 
the United States, with which this committee is thoroughly, familiar, 
which has always been a Federal responsibility to maintain simply 
because there is no other way of doing it. It is like the highway sys- 
tem. The Federal Government must maintain it because there is no 
other way to do it. 

In that instance, there have been and there will be increasingly large 
expenditures, and, if I may lay that aside a moment and proceed to 
the airport problem, which is directly before the committee now, the 
airport situation is quite different because the localities, the munici- 
yalities, have for many years always carried the responsibility for 
building and maintaining their airports, with aid from time to time 
from the Federal Government. 

In the case of the airports, as I was saying a moment ago, I have 
not regarded, and I do not think the Federal payments ‘should be 
regarded, as a subsidy to anyone. It is a contribution by the Federal 
Government to the maintenance, in the interest of national defense 
and civil defense, of an adequate : and modern airport system. 

The Federal Government’s contribution is not a high percentage of 
the total cost of these fields. They maintain themselves, for the most 
part. 

Mr. Sprincer. What is the average share that the Federal Govern- 
ment contributes to the airport 4 

Mr. Tipton. I don’t know. 

Mr. Sprincer. Take the University of Illinois Airport. One mil- 
lion was the initial payment, and it was entirely saben by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Tipron. Since 1936, the statute has provided that the Federal 
Government can contribute 50 percent to the construction cost of the 
airport, and, during many years of these 12 which have passed, the 
appropriations were so limited under that that no such percentage 
could be contributed, and the major bulk had to be supplied by the 
municipality. 

The Federal Government has contributed, and I am ashamed not 
to know what the percentage is, but I must say I have never seen that 
figure. It must be substantially less than 50 percent. 

“Then it is the job of the municipality to operate and maintain that 
field without help from anybody, so, basically, our airport system has 
been and is the responsibility of the local community, and the contri- 
butions made by the Federal Government are for national-defense 
purposes, for general public purposes of maintaining a communica- 
tion, as the Government has supported improved communications for 
many, many years. 

However, the basic responsibility rests on the municipality to do it. 
When the municipality undertakes to do it, they turn to the users of 
the field to get the necessary financial support. When they turn to the 
users, one of the most prominent and accessible users are the airlines. 
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In a conversation with Mr. Hale a moment ago, we explored the 
method by which the airlines pay, and I have undertaken to submit 
some precise figures for the rec ord on how much is paid and how it is 
paid. 

Mr. Springer. The Federal Government receives none of the user 
cost ? 

Mr. Treron. They do not get anything back. 

Mr. Springer. The local community gets back a user charge. The 
Federal Government gets no user c harge. Is that correct? 

Mr. Treron. That is right. For the Federal Government’s con- 
tribution for airports, that is a grant-in-aid, definitely said to be so, 
and, for that reason, no contr ibution is made back. 

The airways system is and should be quite a different thing. There, 
the Federal Government provides the facilities. The Government has 
said that the users should pay user charges. The airlines are paying 
user charges to the extent of about $25 million or $26 million annually 
for their use of the airways system. 

Mr. Sprincer. What would you think of legislation in the future, 
where Federal money comes to the airport in the form of a loan and 
in the legislation there would be user charges in order that that 
money might be repaid the Federal Gov ernment ? 

Mr. Tipron. If the program were to change to a loan program, 
as contrasted to a grant-in-aid program, then one large block of issues 
would have to be looked at financially, and that is the extent of free 
use the Federal Government gets out of a municipality’s airport. 

The military get free use; the other Federal agencies have free 
rent in the field, C ustoms, Immigration, CAA, W eather Bureau, and 
so on, who get free rent in those buildings; so you would have to study 
that and change it. 

If it was to be a loan program, then I think the Federal Government 
becomes a user and has to pay for its use. 

Mr. Sprincer. I think, unquestionably, in any plant, you have to 
take that into consideration. 

Mr. Trrron. Yes. 

Mr. Sprincer. Instead of having rent in the form of what I call 
outr ieht subsidies—and I think a grant is a subsidy in one form or 
another—the point I raise is whether or not the air industry now has 
reached the point in its growth where instead of this 50-percent sub- 
sidy for airports which we are now granting, it should be assumed 
by the air industry itself. Should it not be assumed in the form of 
repayment of loans? 

Mr. Tirron. I must say I would be reluctant right at the moment 
to say that a loan program would be a good thing, because I think 
that our airport system at the moment has too many financial burdens 
on it to justify a change at this time. 

As far as ea judgment is concerned on the question you just 
put forward, I do not know what the judgment of the airlines is. 

I would be glad to state a personal view. I would say that, if the 
airport system, and, as one of the users, the airlines, could get over 
the hump—and we are having quite a hump now, as the committee 
knows—a loan program should be carefully considered. 

Mr. Sprincer. Considering the type of service that is rendered, 
do you feel that airline fares today are commensurate with the service 
that is rendered ? 
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Mr. Treron. I do not think they are, and that is one of the humps 
I just referred to. At the present time, our revenues are not high 
enough to justify increased airport expenditures or to handle in- 
creased airport expenditures. 

We have sought increases in charges to the public. The Civil Aero- 
nautics Board has constantly refused to treat that problem realistic- 
ally, and therefore the airlines are caught in a very bad financial 
squeeze. 

Mr. Sprincer. If in the future there should be a user charge suffi- 
cient, as Mr. Rothschild pointed out yesterday, to pay four- fifths of 
the cost of just operation, talking about CAA, ‘to raise 80 percent of 
the cost. of the Federal Government's operation, that would have to. 
come from a user charge ; would it not? 

Mr. Treron. Yes. 

Mr. Sprincer. And the only way in which a user charge could be 
justified would be a raise in rates and a raise in fares. Is that correct / 

Mr. Treron. That is surely right. The Administration has made 
a concrete proposal so far as user charges for the airlines are con- 
cerned. We are in complete disagreement with the amount to be 
charged and we are doubtful as to the method of payment. That 
proposal has been sent to the Ways and Means Committee. 

We are prepared to participate in a detailed study of that ques- 
tion, a study which I would hope this committee might well partici- 
pate in. 

Mr. Springer. That concretely is a proposal of 614 cents per gallon / 

Mr. Tipron. That is right. 

Mr. Springer. This is only an isolated experience and I do not 
expect to depend upon this. Just last month my wife and my little 
girl flew from here to Chicago. I was astounded when I compared 
the fares of the railroad and the air lines. It was considerably cheaper 
to go by air coach to Chicago, which is premium travel. It was a 
trip of 2 hours and 20 minutes. A train would be overnight, arriv- 
ing the next morning and changing to another train. The cost was 
substantially less to go by premium travel than it was to go by train 
travel, which is ave ‘age travel in my opinion. 

If that situation is true generally, Mr. Tipton, are air fare rates 
commensurate with the service that. is rendered ? 

Mr. Tirron. They surely are not. 

Mr. Sprincer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatmrman. Mr. Younger? 

Mr. Youncer. I have no questions. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Tipton, do you think that the section of the 
bill passed by the Senate with reference to periodic seal coating 
should be included in the Federal Airport Act? 

Mr. Trreron. It would seem to us that the line drawn there be- 
tween construction and maintenance is such a narrow one that the 
committee would be fully justified in approving seal coating as 
within the Federal program. 

We have supported the inclusion of that item as within the Federal 
program in accordance with the Senate bill. 

The Cuatrman. Is that not actually part of the maintenance of 
the airport itself? 

Mr. Treron. I am no airport technician but the people who do 
know about this have told me there is a narrow line there between 








k 


n 


p 


IY} 
al 


to 


pl 
ti 


TO 
Ww 
en 
ha 
na 
av 
mi 
Sal 
fre 
Wi 
He 


ma 


lik 








FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT AMENDMENTS 123 


whether that is maintenance or whether it can be considered as partial 
reconstruction of the runway. 

The Cuatrman. Does not CAA take care of that by issuing a regu- 
lation which would show the difference ? 

Mr. Tieron. As I understand it the CAA has taken a position that 
seal coating is maintenance. 

The Cuatrman. To a certain degree. There is another phase of 
it which is construction. 

Mr. Tirron. My only comment on that is that we have felt it would 
be justified to include that within the program. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Tipton. 

Mr. Trerox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

The Ciaran. We appreciate having your statement on this im- 
portant program. 

Mr. Wotvertron. Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuarman. Off the record. 

( Discussion held off the record. ) 

Mr. Worverton. Mr. Chairman, I realize that the time when I will 
have the opportunity to be present at hearings of this committee when 
Mr. Tipton will be a witness before us is coming very near to a close. 

I want to take this opportunity to say that all through the years 
it has been a privilege on my part to sit as a member of this com- 
mittee and have the benefit of the views which have been expressed 
and the testimony given by Mr. Tipton in the position that he occupies. 

I feel he has been of tremendous help to the committee and I wish 
to commend him for the fine forward-looking way in which he has 
presented the important matters which he has brought to our atten- 
tion in behalf of the aviation industry. 

Mr. Treron. Mr. Chairman, if | may have one minute. 

[ am awfully glad that Mr. Wolverton has given me an opportunity 
to say things that are very much in my mind. First, I appreciate 
what Mr. Wolverton has said; second, I want to say on behalf of the 
entire air-transport industry that Mr. Wolverton’s retirement, while 
I am sure it is well deserved, is too bad for our industry, because he 
has been a fine and stalwart supporter of it, beginning with the Civil 
Aeronautics Act in 1938 and continuing both in domestic and inter- 
national fields ever since. 

I want to particularly comment on his contribution to international 
aviation at the Chicago convention in 1944 and his contributions since. 

I am glad to have been given this opportunity to take one more 
minute to say those things which we have all felt. 

Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. It is a minute which is well taken. We share the 
same view, and, of course, regret, too, that we are losing our colleague 
from this committee and the Congress. 

We have our colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr. Fulton, present 
with us, in the interest of this legislation. 

Mr. Furron. I will make a short statement and yield to Mr. Max 
Harrison, of the Harrison Construction Co. 

I would like to identify him not only as an outstanding business- 
man in our western Pennsylvania area and throughout the East, but 
likewise a very civic-minded individual. He has participated in many 
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civic events, and I have the pleasure to be a member of the Pittsburgh 
Opera Board with him, and without him I do not believe we would 
survive. 

Might I also say to the Republican members it is a pleasure to see 
this is one of the Republican committees of Congress this morning, 
they being in the majority, and Mr. Max Harrison was my running 
mate for delegate to the Republican National Convention for Eisen- 
hower and Nixon in 1956 and we each won by 31% or 4 to 1 margins. 

The Cuatrman. We shall be glad to have your presentation at 
this time, Mr. Harrison. 


STATEMENT OF MAX C. HARRISON, CHAIRMAN, HIGHWAY CON- 
TRACTORS’ DIVISION, ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF 
AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are very grateful 
for the opportunity, and I want to thank Jim Fulton for the fine 
introduction. 

With your permission I would like to read the entire statement, 
Mr. Chairman. It is very brief. 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Harrison. My name is Max C. Harrison. I am president of 
Harrison Construction Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. Our firm is engaged in 
highway, airport, and railr oad construction. 

I appear before you today as a representative of more than 7,100 
of the Nation’s leading construction contractors who are members of 
the Associated General Contractors of America. A large number 
of these firms perform some phase of airport construction under the 


Federal Airport Act. We desire to go on record in firm support of 
an orderly, continuing airport improvement program as provided 
by the bills under consideration here. 

Continuing orderly airport construction needed: The proposed 
measures being considered. by this subcommittee, H. R. 10972, 11091, 
11566, 11619 , and S. 3502, all have the objective of permitting a con- 
tinuing and ‘orderly airport construction —— Our association 


especially favors this objective. It has often been proved that public 
works programs which preclude stop-and-go actions will assure the 
most efficient means of providing needed facilities in the most eco- 
nomical manner. 

Expanded airport development necessary: The Associated General 
Contractors of America ee in particular, the provisions con- 
tained in H. R. 11566 and 8S. 3502 which increase annual Federal 
authorizations for the current amount of $63 million to $100 million 
and extend the act through fiscal year 1963, as we believe these meas- 
ures will provide the most assistance and benefits to local airport 
sponsors across the country. It is very evident to all who are 
familiar with the technological advances of our expanded aviation 
industry that an acceler -ated airport development program is needed 
to keep pace with these advances. The early advent of commercial 
jet ae points up this critical requirement. In our opinion, 
the faster jet-propelled aircraft increase the interstate and interna- 
tional aspect of civil aviation and emphasize the need for a stronger 
national policy of giving attention and assistance to the development 
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of adequate civil airport facilities. The passage of legislation as 
proposed in H. R. 11566 and S. 3502 should do much to meet these 
needs. 

Formal airport program policy of the Associated General Con- 
tractors of America: At the 39th Annual Convention of the AGC, 
held this year in Dallas, Tex., a pertinent resolution was formally 
approved which indicates our interest and support of legislation to 
continue and expand the Federal Airport Act. The resolution is as 
follows: 

AIRPORT PROGRAM 


In order to provide adequate airport facilities for our country’s expanding 
civil aviation industry, in particular to permit economical use of jet transport 
aircraft, and to allow the safest practicable aircraft operation at all public 
airports, the 39th Annual Convention of the Associated General Contractors 
of America, meeting in Dallas, Tex., February 10-13, 1958, urges the 85th Con- 
gress to enact legislation extending the Federal airport program through fiscal 
year 1963; providing funds in the amounts determined to be required by the 
survey jointly conducted by the National Association of State Aviation Officials, 
the Airport Operators Council, and the American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives. Legislation enacted should set forth the intent of Congress to (1) estab- 
lish the Federal airport program on a continuing basis, (2) to correct the 
administrative practices of Federal agencies which restrict the progress of the 
program, and (3) to have appropriate economy exercised in planning. 

I should like to explain briefly our position with respect to the 
phrases Nos. (2) and (3) as contained in the foregoing resolution. 
With reference to phrase (2), it is our opinion that the apparent 
stringent policies followed by the Federal agency presently review- 
ing and approving project requests limits utilization of Federal air- 
port assistance programs previously authorized by the Congress. In 
this regard, we note with approval the legislative actions being taken 
to establish an independent Federal Aviation Agency as proposed by 
5. 3880 and Chairman Harris’ bill, H. R. 12626. It is our hope that 
an independent agency responsible for the sweneatids of civil aviation 
will follow a policy of keeping airport development in step with other 
elements of the aviation industry. 

Our resolution’s reference to “appropriate economy exercised in 
planning” is an anticipation of the proposed amendment to section 13 
of the Federal Airport Act as included in H. R. 11566 and S. 3502, 
and coincides with our thinking. We strongly support the provision 
of adequate airport facilities, but we are concerned about the extrava- 

gant features of some of today’s airport terminals that have limited 
application and usefulness to airline travelers. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, I should like to emphasize the importance of ade- 
quate and timely provision of airports to meet the needs of the pro- 
gressive and essential aviation industry. The present condition of 
our country’s economy and the current grave international situation 
lends strong support to the value of essential and well-planned public 
works projects that may be financed under the Federal] Airport Act. 
Mr. Chairman, I should also a to take this opportunity to point 
out to the subcommittee the proved advantages of the contract method 
of construction. Economy, centralized responsibility, adequate ad- 
vance planning, and fidelity to our free enterprise system are some 
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of the important reasons why the contract method is superior to other 
methods of construction. Today’s high degree of competition among 
contractors, and the more than adequ: ite capacity of the contracting 
industry to perform all proposed construction work, assure the public 
and the Congress of a sound investment in the proposed extension of 
the Federal Airport Act. 

I shall be glad to answer whatever questions I am able to. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you very much. 

Any questions! Mr. Flynt? Mr. Wolverton’ Mr. Hale? Mr. 
Springer ¢ 

Mr. Sprincer. Yes; I have just 1 or 2 questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harrison, referring to page 3 of your statement, at the end of 
the second paragraph you state: 

We strongly support the provision of adequate airport facilities, but we are 
concerned about the extravagant features of some of today’s airport terminals 
that have limited application and usefulness to airline travelers. 

Would you expand on that, please / 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. We agree with the provisions in your bills in 
Which you state that the Federal Government should not or will not 
participate in the capital expenditures for parking lots, cafes, lounges, 
and whatnot. 

Mr. Springer. Do you feel those are superfluous / 

Mr. Harrison. So far as airline travel is concerned, yes. 

Mr. Sprincer. Yet we are contributing to that; is that correct ? 

Mr. Harrison. You have in the past. 

Mr. Sprincer. And also the local governments contribute their 
share ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Springer. How would you start those / 

Mr. Harrison. I believe that most concessions in wirports as a 
matter of fact, all concessions in airports that I am acquainted with 
are self-supporting. I can give an example of how it can be done. 

In Knoxville, Tenn., the city provided the ground, advertised for 
bids for someone to build the parking facilities and maintain the 
parking facilities, and charge what they could and give a percentage 
to the city. So there was no capital outlay from either the Federal 
Government or the city. 

Mr. Sprincer. Would it be feasible, Mr. Harrison, to do that same 
thing with respect to restaurants and other facilities needed in air- 
ports? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes; I do not see any reason why not. 

Mr. Sprincer. You feel that is one of the constructive suggestions 
that your association has in keeping these Federal and local expendi- 
tures both within some reasonable bounds ? 

Mr. Harrison. Exactly. 

Mr. Sprincer. Just one other question. I notice you are recom- 
mending contract authority. Have you found many instances in the 
last few years where this has been done by other than contract 
authority ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Very seldom, but it has been done, of course. It 
has been attempted many times. 

Mr. Sprincer. But your association is on record unequivocally for 
contract authority ? 
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Mr. Harrison. Absolutely. 

Mr. Sprincer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. Mr. Younger. 

Mr. Youncer. Just one question. 

Have the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act been ‘arried out in 
all airport construction where Federal funds are used ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes; I am sorry to say. 

Mr. Sprincer. Mr. Harrison, remember that was a Republican- 
passed measure. 

Mr. Harrison. I do not know who to blame, but I would be glad to 
if I had the opportunity. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Harrison. We are 
very glad to have your statement. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Fulton. 

We shall be glad to have your statement now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES G. FULTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Furron. I am glad to appear before your distingushed com- 
mittee. We know of the good work you are doing. I want to com- 
ment particularly, with my friend Mr. Harrison’s permission, on the 
very fine work our retiring member, Charley Wolverton, has given to 
this committee and the American people. I hope when I have his 
years of service I will have the friendships and the recognition by the 
House that he has. I want to wish him well in his future work, and 
hope he is around here in the future. 

Mr. Worverton. Thank you. 

Mr. Furron. I am appearing here in support of S. 3502 and H. R. 
11566. I believe these bills are in accordance with the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act policy to further commerce, to assist the postal service, 
and to assist in the n: ‘tional defense as well as to help in the develop- 
ment of civil aviation in this country. 

As a matter of background, while I am a Member of Congress, I 
have been a lieutenant in the United States Navy on a carrier and in 
the Bureau of Aeronautics and other duties during World War II, 
from 1942 to 1945, and have an aviation deck rating for a carrier. 
So I have worked with planes. I might say to you I had one of my 
best campaigns when I was in the South Pacific and did not make a 
speech and was elected in 1944, and got back to Congress in 1945. 

I believe we should look at this problem as one of what the Federal 
Government can see in the future and at present as a tax source. 
First, the airlines pay in excise taxes on fares at 10 percent on their 
gross receipts of passenger fares $110 million a year. In total there 
is $225 million paid to the Federal Government on transportation 
taxes by railroads, buses, planes, and water transportation. 

I believe we should look at this matter from the point of view of 
what the plane companies are getting out of the operations of these 
planes and facilities in profits by the year. As a matter of fact, the 
gross net after taxes of the plane companies which are operating is 
only $25.5 million. If we look at this problem as a matter of who is 
getting what out of which, we will find that the Federal Government 
is by far the biggest stockholder in these plane operations, and is get- 
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ting four times what the plane companies themselves are getting both 
for their expansion, for their depreciation, and for their replacement 
of planes, as well as for their stockholders. 

n addition to that, it must be remembered that the plane corpora- 
tions pay 52 percent "Federal taxes. So Uncle Sam moves in again 
and takes another slice out of the $25.5 million. 

Likewise, when any person who is a stockholder receives the money, 
Uncle Sam then gets 22 percent of that. 

In addition to that, the Federal Government is getting certain air- 
port gas taxes as well as the tax on tires and many other excise taxes 
which are hidden in the production of the various equipment going 
on planes as well as the production of planes. 

Likewise, the Federal Government is getting at least 22 percent 
from each of the employees who work in these installations which are 
being set up primarily as a local responsibility and in part with Fed- 
eral assistance. 

Under these circumstances, where the Federal Government has so 
much interest as a tax base, to me it would seem like false economy 
not to expand such a fertile field and such a fine tax base. I am 
speaking as one of the Federal Government officials on that point. 

We should look to see what our tax sources are and find where we 
can expand good tax sources. It will not only expand our tax sources 
but help to cure the current recession. 

If we look to see what is being spent in this country through Fed- 
eral assistance to highways, this amount of money is shockingly 
small. We must remember that these airstrips and airports are ac- 
tually the highways for planes when they come to the ground. When 
they are public highways, whether or not they are within the limits 
of a municipal, county, or State airport, we should look at them as a 
highway matter. 

Let us face it clearly. The Federal airport policy has been chang- 
ing in this country, and while in 1946 we thought that we could 
quickly get out of the field as far as the Federal Government was 
concerned because the act was to expire by June 30, 1953, we found 
very quickly that we had to amend it and keep it going so now it 
will expire on June 30, 1959. 

That policy is not possible in this day and age. I am a member 
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, and have been on that com- 
mittee on the Republic an side now for 12 years out of my 14 years 
in Congress. I am serving as the ranking Republican members on 1 
of the 4 major subcommittees geographically for the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, and am the senior member on the Republican side 
at present for Europe. 

We in this country should not forget the strategic impact of the 
landing of our troops in the Mideast. Under those circumstances that 
strategic impact should come first. 

I agree with Mr. Louis Rothschild’s statement in some instances and 
disagree with it in others. I disagree with it when Mr. Rothschild 
tries to put in a separate compartment civil aviation and civil aviation 
facilities in this country. I am a regular user of the planes and see 
all the military planes as well as the reserve planes which are using 
these facilities. So it is really impossible to separate it from our 
United States defense and our strategic necessities in this countr vy. 
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As a matter of fact, I represent the city of Pittsburgh, which is 1 
of the 5 or 10 largest nuclear atomic targets in this country. In my 
district reside the scientists who work at W estinghouse Electric Corp. 
on components for the engines of nuclear submarines. We in our 
area know that the Greater Pittsburgh Airport in my district cannot 
defend the city of Pittsburgh or its tremendous complex. The Rus- 
sians have 525 submarines at the present time and we have a little 
over 110 of the ordinary type. We have a few nuclear ones, as you 
well know. If we are to get a strategic advantage we shall have to 
proceed with nuclear submarine dev elopments. 

Under those circumstances one of the prime targets for Russia or 
the Communist nations would be the city of Pittsburgh and the de- 
struction of the scientific team for the production of nuclear engines 
and components for United States and allied submarines. 

We therefore know in Pittsburgh that we need defense in depth. 
Here is a situation where you have a Republican Congressman repre- 
senting a large industrial area in western Pennsylvania where the 
Greater Pittsburgh Airport is pretty much built and completed. We 
are a self-suflicient, self-sustaining airport in our area, and we have 
military installations right there with our civil functions. 

My feeling is that expansion of airport facilities throughout the 
country will give us a broader base of defense and give us defense 
in depth in this country. It likewise takes off the target location from 
cities like New York, Pittsburgh, Chicago, San Francisco, Los Ange- 
les, New Orleans, and other major cities which are now particuls ir 
atomic and nuclear targets. If we have alternate airports which can 
handle larger planes in outlying areas, we in the major industrial 
areas are safer. Likewise, if we have subsidiary and feeding airports 
we in the industrial areas will get greater traffic and it will enlarge 
our customers and help our business. 

So for two reasons, even though I am from a large metropolitan 
industrial area, I feel the smaller communities of this Nation should 
have the ability to handle international traffic. I strongly recommend 
that the Committee adopt a policy of having planes from other nations 
of the world arriving in middle America, and not just on the periph- 
ery. We should have airports, likewise, which are subsidiary to the 
major airports so the jet planes which are now coming into existence 
will have alternative choices in cases of emergency. We are too 
limited at the present time on emergencies in this country. 

I am a regular rider of the planes. I am the publisher of five 
weekly newspapers in Pittsburgh. I was up at a quarter after 5 this 
morning in Pittsburgh, and I am here by Capitol airplane testifying 
on my job. 

That means that we in America must speed up our forms of trans- 
portation. Rather than compete among railroads, planes, buses, 
trucks, and passenger cars and highways, to the elimination of any 
one of the forms, we should try to develop each one of them. The 
transportation systems of this country as well as the management 
teams and industrial facilities are of greater value to this country 
than we can recognize. As a matter of fact, if we speed up the 
operation of our transportation through more —— travel and more 

railroad travel, highway travel, and boat travel, we are making more 
available the management brains and the scientific brains of this 
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country to facilities which can now be placed in outlying areas, which 
otherwise would have to be concentrated. So, as a matter of defense, 
we should likewise have this bill passed. 

Being a member of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, I know 
a good bit about the United States expenditures abroad for civilian, 
milit: ary, and private airports that we have developed in other coun- 
tries. I wish the committee would get from the House Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee professional staff a comparison of the $400 million 
the Federal Government has spent since 1946 on the development of 
our own civilian airports to what we are doing abroad. Likewise, I 
would like to have a comparison of the combination civilian and 
military airports, the development here and abroad, and likewise the 
development of military airports abroad which can be used by the 
local areas. 

When I see that we have given Yugoslavia $1 billion over the years 
as a chance of holding them neutral in the present cold economic war, 
and then realize that we have spent only $400 million for the develop- 
ment of civil airports by the Federal Government since the Federal 
Airport Act in 1946, and only $700 million prior to that time, it makes 
only $1.1 billion in total for this vital purpose for the defense of our 
own country, and I do not see how I can recommend planes, airport 
development, access roads of all kinds in Yugoslavia and other coun- 
tries which are not even free countries when we do not put adequate 
money into our own transportation systems like the planes and the air- 
ports. 

May I conclude by saying that your committee is doing a good job. 
We should distinguish between the services that are necessary, as 
Mr. Harrison has said, and those that are ancillary or supplementary 
to the purpose. I go further than Mr. Harrison because I feel that 
the parking facilities, in a way, are transportation facilities; and the 
restaurants, restrooms, and pub lic room facilities are necessary in this 
day and age as adjuncts for air travel. I do feel that if the Federal 
Government keeps limiting or moves out of this field, it will then mean 
the development of the popcorn, pop, and circus midway type of facil- 
ity around airports. Iam strongly against that as a source of getting 
money for local airports. 

As a matter of fact, I think that it is not in keeping with the dignity 
of this country to have the airports turned into a sort of circus- type 
midway when the main function of these airports is the service of air 
passenger and airfreight traffic as well as the service of our military. 

Unless we look at the strategic need, we are making a mistake. I 
look at civil aviation and civil airport laveleeniet as part of our stra- 
tegic defense of this country. Therefore, I disagree with Mr. Roths- 
child i in his statement on page 6, the second par agraph, when he feels 
that other strategic needs at “home and abroad are more important. I 
think that this particular strategic need is of equal importance for 
the defense of our own country, and that we should look at our own 
country as a part of the free world defense and not isolate it and 

starve it at the same time we are doing the same things abroad. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. I would like to say to our distinguished colleague 
we appreciate the information and statement he has presented to the 
committee on a very important subject. 

Any questions ? 
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I understand Mr. Clarence N. Sayen, president of the Air Line 
Pilots Association, would like permission to file a statement. He may 
file his statement at this point in the record. 

I also understand that Mr. George Riley, legislative representative 
of the AFL-CIO would like permission to file a statement. Mr. 
Riley may have permission to file his statement at this pomt in the 
record. 

May I inquire if we have any other witness here who desires to file 
a statement ¢ 

(No response. ) 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF C. N. SAYEN, PRESIDENT, AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION 
INTERNATIONAL 


The Air Line Pilots Association welcomes the opportunity to appear before 
this committee to present testimony in support of the legislation under considera- 
tion. Our comments are directed primarily at the language contained in 8. 3502 
to extend the Federal Airport Act as stated in he bill passed by the Senate 

The domestic and international airline pilots of the United States airlines and 
the pilots employed by the Territorial carriers as represented by the Air Line 
Pilots Association, have been active in support of the Federal Airport Act prior 
to initial enactment in 1946. The record will indicate that we have supported 
this legislation on every occasion as it has been introduced for renewal and 
extension. We have endorsed S. 3502 in testimony before the Senate Subcommit- 
tee on Transportation earlier this session and are happy to do so again, here. 

Our members have a very deep interest in any legislation affecting the avia- 
tion industry and, more particularly, that concerned with airports, approach 
areas, traffic control, navigation facilities, and the development of proper aircraft, 
all of which are major tools by which the airline pilot effectively pursues his 
profession. 

During testimony before the congressional committees in connection with the 
present Federal Airport Act, we indicated that we were greatly disappointed and 
discouraged with the pernurious approach to this very important problem. No 
one disputes the fact that our present airports were then, and still are, incapable 
of meeting our present needs efficiently and safely. In most metropolitan areas, 
airport facilities are presently greatly overtaxed with resultant delays and in 
convenience to the traveling public. Further, smaller communities are still 
handicapped by lack of adequate airports to permit essential air service and their 
growth. 

This problem will be further compounded in the next several months with the 
advent of faster and heavier aircraft and developments possible in turbine- 
powered equipment. It is interesting to note that the jet transports are cur- 
rently in the flight-testing and certification stage just prior to introduction to the 
traveling public on our national and international airways. 

That the Congress has recognized the urgency of civil aviation needs is evi- 
denced by its recent action in legislation to modernize the air traffic control 
system and the more recent attention to the organizational structure of the 
Government agencies as contained in the Federal Aviation Act of 19°8. It 
appears that the improvement of the air-traffic control system will require a 
total of approximately $3 billion in expenditure between now and 1963. The 
compelling nature of this need is not questioned by any Member of the Congress. 

However, from the standpoint of the airline pilot, the prime user of these 
facilities, a tremendous concern exists with respect to the lack of adequate 
interest in the function of the airport itself in the air-traffic control picture. 

As a matter of practical fact, proper air-traffic control must encompass the 
ramp at departure and the ramp at destination. Unfortunately, our approach 
to the problem to date would tend to indicate that the persons charged with 
the responsibility of developing the required aids have relegated the airport 
problem to a position far out of line with its importance in the total picture. 

We believe that it is obvious that the en route air traffic control facilities 
ean function efficiently only when the acceptance capability of the airport 
at the end is good enough to allow aircraft to land at a rate commensurate with 
the capacity of the system in the air. Presuming that the objectives of the 
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Airways Modernization Board are sufficiently realized, then the lack of adequate 
airport facilities will present us with a situation similar to a pipe which can 
accommodate a large flow of water but whose usefulness is destroyed by the 
fact that a corrosive restriction exists at the end which inhibits proper flow 
and prohibits total use of the maximum capacity. 

The solution to this phase of the problem resides in proper airport develop- 
ment. This development must include the lowering, relocation, and marking 
and lighting of airport hazards, the elimination of those hazards in the ap- 
proach lanes, runways of proper length and strength to accommodate the speed 
and weight of our transports, high-speed turnoffs, the proper marking of those 
runways to assist visual accommodation and essential components such as run- 
way and approach lights and proper instrument landing systems. 

That airline travelers have been inconvenienced at times by the fact that 
the pilot cannot land at a particular airport is no reflection on the professional] 
ability of the pilot, as he is doing the best possible job with the tools at hand. 
The tools to eliminate such problems are immediately available. The industry 
and Government have reached agreement on most matters relating to approach 
lighting, runway strength and dimensional standards for civil airports, runway 
and taxi marking, uniform requirements for runway and landing strip lighting 
and miscellaneous criteria relating to airport development. 

At the present time, the chief stumbling block in the procurement of these 
necessary aids has been the lack of sufficient funds to procure and install the 
necessary improvements. The airports of this Nation constitute the originating 
and terminal points of the flow of interstate air commerce and the springboards 
for national defense. 

Consequently, we believe that Congress would be evading its responsibility 
in refusing to appropriate the funds requested in this legislation to provide for 
the removal of present barriers to a maximum flow of that commerce. Further, 
it appears to us that a penny wise and pound foolish philosophy is being adopted 
in that the Congress has approved billions for the development of.an air traffic 
control system and at the same time, by omission, assured that the system 
will not work properly by its failure to appropriate additional funds to improve 
the capacity of our airports which are an essential part of the total system. 

The funds which would be authorized by the passage of S. 3502 repre- 
sent a needed and justifiable increase over the current authorization. Such 
appropriation would allow our responsible people to actively improve our 
airport acceptance capability to a position more closely related to the capacity 
of our air traffic control system. Any excess in the traffic control system de- 
livery rate over the airport acceptance capability is sheer waste. 

Under present circumstances, and prior to contemplated improvements in 
hardware and procedures, the traffic-control system is capable of a delivery 
rate in excess of our present airport acceptance capability. To a degree, this 
problem has been overcome by the professional ability of the pilots with the 
assistance of the capable control personnel. This solution, however, is presently 
taxed to the limit and we must look elsewhere for an appropriate answer. 

We suggest that the only answer resides, as indicated previously, in ap- 
propriate development of our airports. It is a well-known fact that scheduled 
service to many of our large cities has been conducted on a limited schedule 
due to the fact that the airport acceptance rate was simply not capable of ac- 
commodating the required capacity. 

Testimony on this subject has been introduced repeatedly by various seg- 
ments of the industry. Others who have testified before this committee on the 
subject legislation have pointed out that a considerable sum of money has al- 
ready been spent, allocated, or obligated for the development of civil airports. 
With this statement we cannot take issue other than to point out, as illustrated 
in the foregoing comments, that, irrespective of this fact, the insufficiency of 
our airport capacity is becoming increasingly acute. 

Now is not the time to indulge in recrimminations with respect to past 
actions. Rather, we must face the acute need with a bold approach if we are 
to avoid a future situation where the recrimminations will be much more 
severe. 

Further, it is our considered opinion that these funds must be allocated in 
such a manner that we will be assured of their use to increase the operational 
eapacity of our airports. 

As an example of our concern, other testimony introduced in this hearing 
indicates that the new terminal area under construction at New York’s Idle- 
wild Airport will consume approximately one-half of the total airport aid 
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funds authorized to date. While we must recognize the importance of ade- 
quate passenger-handling facilities, it is believed that the appropriations here 
under consideration should not be diverted to such purposes. Rather, they 
should be utilized to resolve the dire need for increased operational capacity. 

It is recognized that the citizenry takes some pride in modern terminal fa- 
cilities and probably justifiably so. However, over and above certain mini- 
mum requirements, such installations do not improve the flow of commerce. 
Diversion of such funds in this manner would only require that the Congress 
appropriate additional funds in the near future to resolve the more important 
airport problems. 

In view of the foregoing, it is suggested that this committee should give 
consideration to a means whereby some control could be maintained over 
the use of these funds to assure their proper application to our primary pur- 
pose. We recognize the fact that section 5 of the proposed legislation is 
designed to accommodate such a view. As a very minimum, we urge that this 
section be retained in the bill. 

However, we are not confident that the language of the proposed section is 
sufficiently clear to assure that the moneys allocated will be utilized as we have 
indicated should be the case. While we are not prepared to propose specific 
language in this area, we are confident that this committee is eminently quali- 
tied to review the problem and express the appropriate congressional intent. 

In summation, we urge that the modernization of our airports be elevated to 
its proper position with respect to the total aviation facilities required to pro- 
vide for the flow of goods, mail, people, and the national defense. We urge 
consideration of the time required to develop plans and effectively improve our 
airports in relation to the requirements of the jet age and the equipment soon 
to be introduced into public service. The urgency of this matter cannot be 
overstated. Consequently, we urge immediate and favorable consideration of 
the legislation under consideration. 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to present our viewpoint on this 
important legislation and wish to assure the committee that we are willing to 
assist in any manner possible to obtain the maximum benefit of the funds in- 
cluded in this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. Ritey, AFL-CIO LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, ON 
S. 3502, H. R. 11566, H. R. 10972, H. R. 11091, anp H. R. 11619 TO AMEND THE 


FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


The need now for adequate airport runways to assure safety of the traveling 
public, those employed in the civilian aviation industry, and those who live or 
work near airports is greater than ever. 

The AFL-CIO readily endorses the clearly stated purposes of the five bills 
before your subcommittee to amend the Federal Airport Act of 1946, as 
amended. 

Delivery of jet planes to take their places upon the aprons and in the sky- 
ways is imminent, yet there is no space in which to put them. Five jets will 
be delivered this year, 70 in 1959, 145 in 1960, and 10 in 1961, on the basis of 
today’s orders. Henceforth, jets are the key craft for every purpose, including 
defense. A crash program is needed now to bring all facilities up to date to 
meet demands. 

The new planes are far more expensive than those which are fast becoming 
obsolete. This can only mean that aircraft must find the means over ade- 
quate runways to get onto the ground, to unload and load, and to get away 
without delays. 

Jets must make their financial way with the active assistance to be afforded 
under the Airport Act. 

Airports are a part of and yet are the weak factors in the aviation system 
in traffic control. 

In view of the gathering gray clouds over the Middle East horizon, every 
day lost in getting the stepped-up programs which will be provided under these 
bills will serve to multiply our difficulties on the military as well as the civilian 
front. 

The number of cities whose airport facilities are sufficient to accommodate 
jets continues to be extremely limited. 

With special reference to section 5 (b) of the Tollefson bill (H. R. 11566), it 
is pleasing to note that fringe facilities at airports—parking lots, bars, cafes, or 
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other space to be rented or leased by concessionaires—shall not be an allow- 
able project cost under this act. The necessity for serving basic airport needs 
is much too great to provide Federal money for parking lots and the frills to 
attract and hold crowds rather than to move them with safety and speed. 

The one-shot $75 million item provided in section 3 (e) for a single year will 
serve well in getting the program off with a rush, 

Provided the present cold war continues, according to Clarence L. Johnson, 
design chief for Lockheed Aircraft Corp., the planes for which we are planning 
airports today will be back numbers in 10 years. Two-thousand-mile-an-hour 
aircraft carrying 150 passengers can serve breakfast twice on a single flight, 
once in New York and once in Los Angeles. These planes would cost as much 
at $12 million and would fly at 70,000 to 80,000 feet altitude and travel from 
New York to Paris in 2 hours. 

All of this would depend upon our not being in a fighting war by that time 
since national stress would interfere with the progress of research and develop- 
ment. I mention Mr. Johnson’s views as indicative of the need for thinking 
and planning big for facilities, runways and abutting clear terrain. 


The CuHatrMan. May I inquire if Mr. Charles B. Allen is here? 

Mr. McMutten. I am the executive director of the National Asso- 
ciation of State Aviation Officials, which is the Washington repre- 
sentative of the Maryland Aeronautics Commission, of which Mr. 
Allen is chairman. Inasmuch as Mr. Allen is not present this morning, 
I would like to submit his statement for the record. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen. We shall 
be glad to have his statement for the record. 

I have your name here as executive director. Do you have an 
additional statement you wish to make? 

Mr. McMutten. Yes. I would like to summarize the statement 
submitted for the record. 

(Mr. Allen’s prepared statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. ALLEN, CHAIRMAN, STATE AVIATION COMMISSION OF 
MARYLAND 


In analyzing the factors which have played an important role in the develop- 
ment of aviation throughout the country, the State Aviation Commission of 
Maryland has unanimously concluded that public ownership of airports is neces- 
sary for the sound development of aviation. The economic future of the State 
of Maryland depends in a large measure upon the development of a realistic, 
long-range program which will provide adequate aeronautical facilities for all 
communities. The commission has developed a program, based on Federal-aid 
participation, which will increase the use of business planes in the State through 
more and better airports. 

Such airports would be designed and constructed commensurate with the 
needs of general aviation. The basic aim of the program is to locate at least 
one suitable airport facility, publicly owned, in each of the 23 counties of the 
State. Analysis and study of existing facilities in but 6 of the counties and 2 
in the city of Baltimore indicate that these facilities are currently fulfilling 
this basic requirement and that they are suitable for some time to come. 

The remaining counties throughout the State of Maryland do not have ade- 
quate airport facilities nor do they have a publicly owned airport. It is the 
considered opinion of the State aviation commission that the lack of an adequate 
airport system has been a serious handicap to the proper development of avia- 
tion throughout the State. This, of course, reflects in the proper development 
of the economic growth of communities without airport facilities. 

The State aviation commission has adopted design criteria for the develop- 
ment of these airports which basically contemplate the development of single- 
strip runways properly oriented with regard to wind direction. The airports 
must be located in proper relationship to the present or proposed highway sys- 
tem. It is strongly recommended that the State aviation commission, together 
with the local county or municipality, work closely with the Maryland State 
Roads Commission in the acquisition of right-of-way adjacent to and parallel 
to the major highway development in the area. There are many advantages 
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which can be derived from such coordinated efforts which will result in economic 
development of the airport program. 

It is the considered opinion of the State aviation commission that such a pro- 
gram, properly guided and directed, will result in tremendous benefits to the 
State of Maryland through the development of business and enterprise in areas 
adequately served by air transportation. In addition, the tying together of 
the counties of the State with a publicly owned airport system will eventually 
result in many economic, community, and social benefits to the entire State. 
Also, the proposed plan has far-reaching advantages from a statewide as well 
as a nationwide security and defense point of view. The program of publicly 
owned airports becomes more and more important each year and is, in our 
opinion, the proper solution to the aviation problem in the State. 

Important in consideration of the necessity for the program is that during 
the past, many major privately owned commercial airports have been closed 
because of the pressure of real estate development in the vicinity of the air- 
ports. This same condition is acute in other locations and, without public 
ownership, the chance of survival of these commercial airports which are now 
privately owned is almost an impossibility. 

A study of all possible methods of financing an airport program has been com- 
pleted by the Commission with the result that it is recommended that the source 
of funds should be as follows: 

Percent 


Federal 654 airport preerami: 4 eee ea 50 
County or municipality particivation. 65. a eee 25 
state capital improvement: PPOSTOIN qn... eh et eee 25 


A large percentage of airline and general aviation activity is interstate air 
traffic which nee the majority of aircraft operations at about 90 percent 
of the facilities in the Nation’s systems of airports. 

The phenomenal growth of air transportation since 1946, the introduction of 
jet aircraft in late 1958, and the vital role air transportation is playing in the 
trade and commerce of the Nation makes it urgent that the system of airports 
continue to be greatly expanded and improved. Therefore, it is now up to the 
Congress to determine whether the programs developed by the States shall be 
continued by passage of 8S. 3502. 

CHARLES B. ALLEN, 
Chairman, State Aviation Commission of Maryland. 


The Cuarman. Mr. McMullen, we shall be glad to hear you at this 
time. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. McMutien. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to express the appreciation of the National Association of 
State Aviation Officials for the fine work which is being done for 
aviation by this distinguished committee. 

I have a rather lengthy and detailed statement which will answer 
or attempt to answer a number of the questions the committee have 
posed to other witnesses, and which I am submitting for the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY A. B. McMULLEN—EXECUTIVE DrIReEctTorR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS RE §8. 3502 AND H. R. 11566 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is A. B. MeMullen. I 
am the executive director of the National Association of State Aviation Off- 
cials—commonly referred to as NASAO. 

Membership of the association consists of the aeronautics commissions and 
departments in 43 States and Territories. These aeronautics departments oper- 
ate State-owned airports and aircraft; plan and supervise statewide airport pro- 
grams; administer State appropriated funds for the development of publicly 
owned airports; and, where channeling is in effect, they administer Federal 
funds allocated for projects within their respective States. They establish and 
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enforce safety regulations pertaining to airports and aircraft; and are generally 
responsible for the administration of aviation in their respective States. 

Thirty States have adopted legislation requiring State approval of Federal aid 
airport program projects, and 21 States have adopted legislation requiring Fed- 
eral and airport funds to be channeled through their State aviation agencies. 

During the past 18 years, 27 States and Territories have appropriated or 
authorized the expenditure of substantial amounts of funds for airport 
development. 

Although several airport bills are now pending before the House of Representa- 
tives, I shall confine my remarks to 8S. 3502, as this bill has already been passed 
by the Senate, and in the opinion of NASAO, it will more nearly provide the 
system of public airports required to meet the future needs of air transportation 

NASAO members are unanimous in their opinion that the national economy, 
the national defense, and the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the 
United States depend to an ever-increasing extent upon transportation by air. 

However, the ability of the airplane to serve the general public varies in 
direct proportion to the number and adequacy of airports strategically located 
throughout the United States and its possessions. 

In 1954, the NASAO, after considerable deliberation, adopted the following 
statement of policy with respect to airport development, which still represents 
the association’s views: 

“1. The development and maintenance of a balanced national system of air- 
ports, heliports, and seaplane bases, adequate for the needs of civil aviation is 
a mutual responsibility of local, State, and Federal Governments. 

“2. Federal aid should not be limited to any class or category of airport or 
landing area; however, in passing upon applications for Federal expenditure for 
airport development and improvement, the highest preference (each State, each 
year) should be given to those airports which have the greatest degree of 
national interest. 

“3. The costs of those projects included in the Federal aid airport program 
should continue to be divided on a 50 percent Federal-50 percent State-local 
basis.” 

The introductory paragraph of the report ‘Modernizing the National System 
of Aviation Facilities,” recently prepared for the President by Mr. Edward 
Curtis, declares that, “Of all elements in our national system of aviation fa- 
cilities, airports have been the most neglected.” This report also points out 
that in 20 years “the major portion of the overall demand for air traffic control 
will stem from the expected 400-percent increase in general aviation. 

It appears appropriate at this time to point out that of the approximate 7,300 
existing airports and landing fields in the continental United States, 4,640—or 
63.5 percent—are privately owned and operated without expense to any govern- 
mental agency or cost to the American taxpayer. 

Without this large number of privately owned airports in the United States, 
the utility of the airplane would be extremely limited and aircraft ownership 
in metropoiitan areas would be negligible. As an example, approximately 90 
percent of all civil aircraft owned by residents of the Washington, D. C., area 
are permanently based on and operated from privately owned and operated 
airports. Therefore, it is apparent that the Federal, State, and local funds 
expended on airport development provide only a skeleton network of airports 
needed to provide for a reasonable degree of continued growth in air commerce, 
and a reasonable military airbase auxiliary or reserve in the United States. 

These privately owned airports not only provide aircraft landing areas, han- 
gars, and servicing facilities without cost to the taxpayer, but they contribute 
to the community welfare by payment of taxes on both land and improvements 
thereon. 

However, an average of 10 airports per State “die” for one reason or another 
each year—in some States the number is considerably higher. 

It is from the privately owned airport group that the loss ratio is highest. 
Public ownership is about the only way we can be assured that the most desirable 
of these privately owned “‘close in” airports will not succumb to housing develop- 
ments or industrial plants that can afford to pay more for the land than it can 
return as an airport. 

This transfer of airport ownership from private to public, and their rehabili- 
tation to accommodate the existing and anticipated traffic, including storage 
and servicing facilities, will require a continuing allotment of public funds. 

The 1958 revision of the national airport plan, prepared by the Department 
of Commerce, in accordance with the Federal Airport Act (Public Law 377), 
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shows that the development of new, or improvements to 2,708 existing airports, 
seaplane facilities, and heliports are required if the future needs of civil aviation 
are to be met. However, the fiscal 1959 Federal aid airport program includes 
only 341 airport projects within the continental United States (Federal funds— 
approximately $60 million). It is therefore obvious that relatively few airports 
are annually receiving Federal assistance under the Federal aid airport program. 

A recent national airport survey, jointly conducted by NASAO, the Airport 
Operators Council, and the American Association of Airport Executives, de- 
veloped the fact that for the next 4 years, airport development projects are 
planned at 1,079 locations, and that the total estimated cost of these projects 
amounts to $1,025,726,000. 

The survey developed information that in addition to the $1,025 million that 
is needed for the completion of facilities which are eligible for inclusion in 
Federal aid. airport projects, $166,845,000 is urgently needed for hangar con- 
struction, and other items of airport development which are not presently 
eligible for Federal aid, and which must be provided by the States and their 
political subdivisions, or from private capital. 

I mention this particularly, in order to emphasize again the fact that the 
Federal Government contributes a relatively small portion of the total cost of 
airport development in the United States. 

Earlier in this statement, I mentioned the fact that the Sates should also 
contribute financially to the cost of airport development. The national survey 
recently completed by NASAO, AOC, and AAAK, developed the information that 
in addition to city and county funds, a total of $68 million State and Territory 
funds were, or were expected to be, available for airport construction during 
the next 4 years—and it is my considered opinion that the States and Territories 
will increase this amount if and when the Federal aid airport program is ex- 
tended for an optimum period, and they can plan, with certainty, on specific 
amounts of matching Federal funds being made available annually for a definite 
period of time. 

Since S. 3502 was introduced several weeks ago, I have received reports from 
several State departments of aeronautics which indicate the need for legisla- 
tion of this type—the beneficial effect it would have on the development of air- 
ports—the number of projects that would have been included in the Federal 
aid airport program this year, had sufficient funds been available—and the 
amount of money needed to initiate these projects. 

Following are excerpts from some of these State reports : 

Arizona.—Fifteen airport projects, requiring $3,066,203 Federal funds were 
submitted to CAA for inclusion in the 1959 Federal aid airport program—only 
eight were approved by CAA, for approximately $1 million. (Therefore, six 
projects, requiring approximately $2,066,000 Federal funds could be initiated 
within the next few months, if Federal funds were made available, and the CAA 
reopened the fiscal 1959 program for reapplications. ) 

Cities omitted from the program in this State are badly in need of air- 
ports * * *. Distances to trade centers by automobile require full day travel 
because of mountainous terrain—aircraft can make same trip in 1 or 2 hours. 
Extensive exploration and development of mineral and oil deposits now requir- 
ing development of airports in northeastern section of State. 

Louisiana.—1959 FAAP allocations approximately $2 million below amounts 
required. 

Tennessce.— Twenty-six applications submitted for 1959 funds * * * 10 re 
ceived CAA allocations. Need $4,300,000 additional Federal funds to match 
available local funds. If projects at 26 airports could be initiated during 1959. 
approximately 6,500 people would be employed. 

Wyoming.—Eleven projects submitted for fiscal 1959—tentative 
made for nine. 

Additional FAAP funds would encourage additional State appropriations and 
individual cities to budget additional funds for airport development. Ex- 
panded airport program would have considerable economic effect throughout 
State. 

VWississippi.—s. 3502 would permit activation of three additional projects re- 
quiring approximately $350,000. 

Vermont.—Approximately $1,100,000 Federal funds needed during next 4 
years—no major airport work would be accomplished without benefit of Fed- 
eral participation. 

Missouri.—A special authorization of $75 million highly desirable—would 
expedite work at Kansas City and St. Louis, where cities are trying hard to get 
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airports ready for jet transport service by fall of 1958 * * * estimate addi- 
tional $2 million could be utilized in Missouri this year. 

Wisconsin.—Six 1959 project applications, requiring $450,800 not approved by 
OAA, due to lack of funds * * *. Every airport will permanently benefit the 
future economy of the area in which located. 

Airport planning and engineering surveys are expensive, and expenditure of 
funds for these items cannot be justified until availability of construction funds 
has been assured * * * favor legislation such as S. 3502. 

Maryland.—Four airports in Maryland can use approximately $2,500,000, 
which does not include Friendship * * * secondary airports badly needed in 
Washington-Baltimore area. 

South Carolina.—Under 8S. 3502, 6 projects could be initiated in fiscal 1959, 
utilizing $485,000 Federal funds * * * proposed fiscal 1960-62 program: 31 
projects—$2,400,000 Federal funds. 

New York.—Twenty-six airports in New York State have indicated a need 
for airport development during next 4-year period—estimated cost is $135,- 
378,000. 

Illinois.—Like $75 million special appropriation * * * 38 projects requiring 
$7,765,000 Federal funds requested for 1959 FAAP program. * * * CAA allo- 
eated $3,586,000 for 19 projects. * * * Airport development in State can be 
increased 100 percent with additional funds. * * * Increased program will pro- 
vide employment for hundreds of people. 

Massachusetts—Submitted 24 project applications involving $4,594,000 Fed- 
eral funds for fiscal 1959—-CAA approved 11 project applications and $1,710,000 
allocations, leaving deficit of $2,883,000. 

Estimate 40 percent total cost of airport construction goes directly into labor. 
Also indirect benefits to labor because people have to be paid for making the 
materials and supplies that go into airport construction. 

Section 5 of S. 3502 would amend section 138 of the Federal Airport Act, as 
amended, by adding a subsection to read as follows: 

“(b) Beginning with the fiscal year 1960, the cost of acquisition or construc- 
tion of that part of a project intended for use as a passenger automobile parking 
facility, and the cost of construction of those parts of passenger or freight 
terminal buildings and other airport administrative buildings intended for use 
as bars, cocktail lounges, nightclubs, theaters, private clubs, garages, hotel 
rooms, commercial offices, or gamerooms or such other use which, in the opinion 
of the Secretary, is not essential to the welfare and safety of those persons using 
airports for public aviation purposes, shall not be an allowable project cost 
under this act.” 

It is believed that adoption of this section would result in numerous adminis- 
trative problems and practical application would be difficult. The language 
could lead to conflicts between Federal officials administering the Federal-aid 
airport program and sponsors of projects included in the program. 

As an example, within the past year, a portion of the aircraft landing area 
at Washington National Airport has been converted into a much-needed em- 
ployee automobile parking lot—if a municipal airport made such a necessary 
and desirable change, would it be violating the terms of a grant agreement 
negotiated under the language of this section? 

With the rather rapid advances that continue to take place in the aviation 
business, it is entirely possible that space designated by an architect for hotel 
rooms or cafes may wind up being utilized for restrooms or air express before 
the building is even completed. 

It is therefore suggested that this section of the bill be deleted. 

Concerning section 6 of S. 2503, the problem of economically maintaining both 
bituminous and concrete-type runway, taxiway, and apron pavement has been of 
particular concern to NASAO members for the past 10 years. 

Section 2 (a) (3) (A) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended, defines 
“airport development” as: 

“Any work involved in constructing, improving, or repairing a public airport 
or portion thereon, including the construction, alteration, and repair of airport 
passenger or freight terminal buildings and other airport administrative buildings, 
and the removal, lowering, relocation, and marking and lighting, of airport 
hazards.” 

S$. 3502 would amend the above definition of the term “airport development” by 
adding at the end of section 2 (a) (3) the following additional clause: 

“And (C), the periodic seal-coating of flexible airport pavements and the 
filling of joints in rigid airport pavements at airports at which air traffic is not 
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sufficient to meet the criteria of the Secretary for the location of an airport 
traffic control tower operated by the Civil Aeronautics Administration.” 

NASAO strongly recommends the adoption of legislation similar to the above 
for the following reasons: 


CAA CHANGES POLICY AND REGULATIONS FREQUENTLY 


Even the Federal agency heads, the attorneys, and technical experts, responsible 
for the administration of the Federal Airport Act, have been unable to determine 
or agree on the legislative intent with respect to these items of work—seal 
coating and joint filling—under the Federal Airport Act. 

In 1955, the Legislative Reference Section of the Library of Congress, after 
reviewing section 2 (a) (3) of the Federal Airport Act, stated: ““‘We have searched 
the legislative record on this section. In doing so, we found no discussion that 
would be of assistance in establishing the intent behind it. * * * The terms 
‘maintenance’ and ‘repair,’ we have found, are not clear-cut legal concepts. The 
several cases cited in Words and Phrases attempting to distinguish between them 
are in conflict.” 

The views of the engineers in the Office of Airports, Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration, as to whether resealing is “maintenance,” or “repair,” or “reconstruction” 
have changed from time to time, and with these changes, there have been corre- 
sponding changes in the administrative determinations of the CAA on this 
question. 

When the Federal-aid airport program was initiated in 1947, the CAA had 
no regulation on this subject, and each case was decided on its own merits, by 
field personnel. In 1950, the CAA classified seal coating and joint filling as 
“replacement, repair, and improvement.” Then, in 1953, the CAA changed its 
approach, revising its former policy by determining “resealing” projects to be 
ineligible for inclusion in the Federal aid airport program. 

In 1955, the problem of resealing was again discussed and reviewed by CAA 
airport officials, airport and industry representatives, and a new set of regulations 
was adopted and issued by CAA on October 1, 1955. 

This history demonstrates the fact that it is difficult to formulate a specific 
standard under which the resealing of bituminous pavements and the filling of 
joints in rigid pavements can be uniformly classed as “maintenance” on the one 
hand, or as “replacement, repair, or improvement,” on the other. Engineering 
opinion on this subject differs, and generally, either administrative determina- 
tion can be given such reasonable basis of support as will satisfy the legal 
requirements. 

It is recognized, however, that resealing and filling of joints are major items 
of repair work and are considerably more costly than most, if not all, other 
types of maintenance or repair work normally required for airports. They are 
not items of work for which frequent and regular provision is generally made; in 
fact, the average resealing of bituminous or flexible type airport pavements is 
only necessary about every 4 or 5 years. However, unless runways of this 
type are resurfaced periodically, deterioration results to such an extent that 
reconstruction or other major repair becomes necessary. 


RESEALING MAJOR EXPENSE FOR SMALL TOWN 


Many small communities are now required to maintain airports with runways 
of 5,000 to 6,000 feet in length, in order to accommodate the type of aircraft 
utilizing the airport. For example, in Wyoming, there are 13 towns with au- 
thorized scheduled air-carrier service, the largest of which has a population of 
approximately 32,000, and 10 of which have a population of 11,000 or less; 6 
have a population of less than 2,500, and 2 have populations of 658 and 530. 

The seal coating and resurfacing cost of an average length runway may be 
$10,000 to $20,000. This a very large item in the budget of a town with a popu- 
lation of several hundred, or even several thousand; in fact, it may be the 
largest item in the annual operating budget of a small community. 

Following is a report from a State director of aeronautics, which illustrates 
the small city problem. 

“We have a city with a 5,300-foot runway, which should have been given a 
seal coat 2 years ago. A project was submitted under the Federal aid airport 
program and denied. The city (7,000 population) was unable to bear the total 
cost. The CAA district airport engineer and I inspected the pavement last week 
and found complete failure of the base and the surface in sections of the run- 
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way. CAA is now highly alarmed and insists something must be done since 
complete base failure will probably take place by next spring. CAA has asked 
the city to reconstruct the base and pavement at their own expense, since it is 
now impossible to get a FAAP project documented and processed in time to save 
the pavement until spring. 

“A Federal-aid project has been submitted for 1957 which will involve putting 
on a 1- to 2-inch mat at a cost of $100,000 plus. Here is a case where the cost 
could have been reduced sharply if the pavement had been resealed 2 years ago. 
In the meantime, during the winter the safety of scheduled air-carrier operations 
will be involved, and a possibility that the carrier will have to suspend opera- 
tions pending reconstruction of the runway sometime next year.” 

For reasons such as those outlined above, NASAO is of the opinion that legis- 
lation is necessary in order to clarify the intent of Congress with respect to the 
eligibility for inclusion in Federal-aid projects of periodic seal coating of flexible 
airport pavements, and the filling of joints in rigid airport pavements. 

While NASAO is of the opinion that Federal aid for seal coating and joint 
filling should be made available for airports of all types and classes that do not 
yet generate sufficient operating income to sustain these costs, it is difficult to 
predict at this time the number of hardship cases, if any, that may result by 
limiting Federal aid for seal coating and joint filling to airports at which air 
traffic is not sufficient to meet the criteria of the Secretary of Commerce for the 
location of an airport traffic control tower operated by the CAA. However, not 
having better criteria to suggest, we are willing to accept this limiting language 
on a trial basis. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I would like to present for the committee's informa- 
tion and consideration, a resolution which was formally adopted by the NASAQ 
on February 24, 1958, approximately 3 weeks prior to the introduction of S. 3502. 
The resolution reads as follows: 

“Whereas the Federal aid airport program expires June 30, 1959; and 

“Whereas a continued program for the modernization and expansion of the 
civil airport system of this country is essential to keep pace with dynamic de- 
velopments in the design and operation of aircraft, the increased volume of air 
traffic, and planned improvements in air navigation facilities and airways traffic 
control ; and 

“Whereas a long-range, well-planned airport development program, like the 
highway program, contributes both directly and indirectly to the communications 
and transportation facilities of the Nation, the economic and cultural welfare 
and the national defense ; and 

“Whereas the Federal aid airport program as authorized by Congress bene- 
fits the Nation as a whole and is not limited to any particular community or 
State, or to any type or class of public airport, thereby benefiting all types of 
aircraft operators or users, and all citizens of the United States ; and 

“Whereas Federal aid for airports should be continued so long as Federal 
aid is provided for other forms of transportation, such as highways and water- 
ways; and 

“Whereas a national airport survey, including the Territories of Alaska and 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, conducted jointly by NASAO, the Airport Operators 
Council, and the American Association of Airport Executives, during Novem- 
ber and December 1957 disclosed 

“(1) a need in excess of $1,066 million for airport development and im- 
provements during the next 4 years; 

(2) the anticipated availability of approximately $521 million local funds 
and $68,513,000 State funds, for airport development during this period; 
leaving a deficit of $477,285,000 ; and 

“Whereas the optimum utility of all aircraft and the benefits all citizens of 
the United States derive from air transportation are directly dependent on the 
number of communities having adequate airport facilities ; and 

“Whereas the site selection, planning, design, financing, and construction of 
individual airports normally extend over a period of 2 to 5 years, and the plan- 
ning and development of a statewide and national system of airports is, and 
will be for the foreseeable future, a continuing and lengthy process; and 

“Whereas it would be possible to conserve valuable time and save considerable 
public funds if the developers of airports which are in the national interest could 
proceed with the knowledge that the Federal aid airport program would be 
continued over a reasonable period of time: Now, therefore 

“The National Association of State Aviation Officials respectfully requests 
and urges the President and the Congress of the United States 
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“(1) to approve legislation extending the Federal aid airport program to 
June 30, 1969, a period of 10 years ; and 
(2) to authorize the expenditure of at least $100 million during each 
year of the program to efficiently and effectively carry forward this impor- 
tant development.” 

S. 3502, with the amendments we have suggested, would go a long way toward 
acount the objectives set forth in the above resolution; therefore, the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials urgently recommends its adoption 
during the present session of Congress. 

Thank you. 

Mr. McMut ten. I would like to summarize some of the high points 
of my statement which I am submitting. 

The membe rship of NASAO, whic h includes the Aeronautics Com- 
missions and Departments in 43 States and Territories, strongly rec- 
ommends the adoption of legislation such as 8. 3502 for the following 
reasons: 

This bill, more than any of the others pending before your com- 
mittee, will provide the system of public airports required to meet the 
future needs of air transportation. 

The national defense, and the health, safety, and welfare of the 
citizens of the United States depend to an ever-increasing extent on 
transportation by air. However, the ability of the airplane to serve 
the general public varies in direct proportion to the number and 
adequacy of airports strategically located throughout the United 
States and its possessions. 

Previous witnesses appearing before this committee have empha- 
sized the need for a continued Federal aid airport program, and the 
Federal, State, and local funds that will be required to efficiently 
carry forward this program, for which approximately $1,025 million 
is needed. 

Although much attention has been focused on the airport facilities 
that will be required by the new civil jet transports that will begin 
to appear on domestic and international routes within the next 12 
months, the fact should not be overlooked that the Federal aid air- 
port program has not been, nor will be, limited to any class or cate- 
gory of airport, and that airports to serve small communities, mines, 
oilfields, crop dusters, and for disaster relief, are just as much in the 
national interest as are the large terminal airports. 

There are approximately 7,300 existing airports and landing 
fields in the continental United States, only 2,708 of which are in- 
cluded in the national airport plan; and only 341 of these are included 
in the 1959 Federal aid airport program. The FAAP program helps 
to provide only a skeleton network of airports needed throughout the 
United States, 

That 63.5 percent of all airports in the United States are pri 
vately owned and operated without expense to any governmental 
agency or cost to the American taxpayer. However, many of these 
airports are being lost to housing developments or industrial plants 
that can afford to pay more for the land than it can return as an air- 
port. Public ownership is the only way we can be assured that the 
most desirable of these privately owned “close-in” airports will be 
retained; but the transfer of ownership from private to public will 
need a continuing allotment of public funds. 

6. Government officials have reported that approximately $3 billion 
will be spent during the next 5 fiscal years for the expansion, im- 
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provement, and operation of our air traflic control system—this 
money will be unwisely expended unless airport development keeps 
pace with our air navigation and traffic control facilities. 

7. Everyone benefits and profits from the Nation’s system of air- 
ports—airmail, express, freight, faster personal transportation, more 
economically produced agricultural products, disaster relief, forest 
fire protection, and many other uses in which the airplane serves the 
general public. Therefore, all the people should pay for airport 
development and operation—the cost should be equitably distributed 
between the Federal, State, and local governments. 

8. Section 6 of S. 3502 amends section 2 (a) (3) of the Federal 
Airport Act to authorize the inclusion of teint seal coating of 
flexible airport pavements, and the filling of joints in rigid airport 
pavements” as eligible items in Federal-aid airport projects. How- 
ever, the language of the amended bill would prevent expenditure of 
Federal funds for seal coating and joint filling at airports where 
air traffic is of sufficient volume to meet the criteria for the location of 
an air-traflic control tower operated by the CAA. This means that 
Federal funds could not be spent for seal coating on most airports 
utilized by scheduled air carriers or any other airport where the 
traffic is of sufficient volume to provide a reasonable source of income 
to the operating agency. 

It would, however, provide assistance to small towns in States such 
as Wyoming, where there are 10 communities authorized to receive 
scheduled air-carrier service, but which have populations ranging 
from 530 to 11,000. In communities of this size, the seal coating or 
resurfacing of a single runway might be the largest item in the annual 
operating budget of the community. It requires just as long a run- 
way to accommodate a given airplane in a small community as in a 
large one. 

9. Site selection, planning, design, financing, and construction of 
individual airports normally ‘extend over a per ‘iod of 2 to 5 years, and 
the pl: mnning and deve lopment of a statewide and national system of 
airports is, and will be for the foreseeable future, a continuing and 
lengthy process. 

It would be possible to conserve considerable time and save public 
funds if the developers of those airports which are in the national 
interest could proceed with the knowledge that the Federal-aid air- 
port program will be continued over a reasonable period of time. 

Therefore, the National Association of State Aviation Officials 

respectfully urges the adoption of legislation incorporating the pro- 
visions of S. 3502 during the present session of Congress. 

The Chairman, it has just been brought to my attention that the 
wording of section 5 (a) of S. 3502 might create an administrative 
problem in that it does not provide for the utilization of unobligated 
funds which have been made available by previous legislation. The 
present bill reads as follows (I shall skeletonize it) : 





For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the sev- 
eral States, there is authorized to be obligated by the grant agreements pur- 
suant to this section the sum of $95 million for the fiscal year ending 1959 and 
for each of the following fiscal years through the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1963, 
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striking out the language, 


the sum of $40 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and the sum of 
$60 million for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, 1958, and 1959. 

If you strike out that section of the present law which authorizes 
those obligations, it would appear to me it might strike out the author- 
ity to utilize the unexpended balances which is later contained in the 
law. 

I would suggest that you have your legislative experts review the 
language to determine whether or not that would be the result. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen. We are 
very glad to have your testimony. 

[s Mr. Thomas K. Jordan here ? 

Mr. Jorpan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. At this point may I inquire if Mr. Charles A. 
Parker is here. (No response.) 

Is Mr. Joseph Holland here? (No response.) 

Mr. C. C. Thompson ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Is there anyone else here who desires to testify be- 
sides Mr. Thompson and Mr. Jordan? (No response.) 

You may proceed, Mr. Jordan. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS K. JORDAN, VICE PRESIDENT, MUNICI- 
PAL AND AIRPORT DIVISION, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ 
ASSOCIATION, AND DIRECTOR, WISCONSIN STATE AERONAUTICS 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Jorpan. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Thomas K. Jordan. I am Director of the Wisconsin State 
Aeronautics Commission and I appear here in my capacity as vice 
president of the municipal and airport division of the American Road 
Builders’ Association. I am also a professional engineer. 

The American Road Builders’ Association has a membership of 
7,000 with representation of all branches of the highway industry, in- 
cluding public officials, engineers, educators, bankers, equipment 
manufacturers and distributors, materials producers, and contractors. 
Included in the membership are 300 municipal and airport admin- 
istrators and engineers. 

Our membership has a keen and continuing interest in the program 
of Federal aid for airport construction because the engineering tech- 
niques and construction methods in such work are parallel to those 
employed in roadbuilding. 

In addition to this apparent interest, we recognize the close tiein, 
from a metropolitan area planning viewpoint, of streets, roads, and 
airports. Adequate expressway connections are the only practical 
solution to the vexing airport to downtown traffic bottleneck problem. 
Our national highway program is introducing a new era in highway 
transportation, designing roads for the traffic needs of 20 years from 
now. It is highly desirable that similar provision be made for the 
long-range development of adequate airports for the future. Coordi- 
nated programs will help achieve balance in transportation progress. 
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The dollar-for-dollar Federal and local matching basis which has 
been employed for the Federal airport program is sound. Four-yeai 
annual authorizations are the least, from the viewpoint of a period 
of time, that should be considered; even a longer-range program 
would be desirable. The benefit, of course, comes from the allowance 
for adequate planning and engineering plus the advantage given to 
communities to arrange financing. 

These are sensible and proven provisions. 

Mr. Chairman, prompt enactment of legislation to continue and 
to accelerate the Federal airport program is essential to the orderly 
development of a network of airports adequate to meet the Nation’s 
growing air traffic and requirements of the Jet Age—a balanced sys- 
tem of airports, if you please. Such a law would add quickly and sub- 
stantially to the country’s economic progress as well as to its military 
and civil defense. We might add its industrial potential, which is 
the basis of our ability to defend ourselves. 

Air traffic is increasing at a rapid rate. According to a Depart- 
ment of Commerce report, in the last 12 years our air passenger and 
cargo traffic has more than tripled. 

According to the National Airport Survey for the 4-year period 
1958-62, which was made by the National Association of State Avia- 
tion Officials, Airport Operators Council, and the American Associa- 
tion of Airport Executives, we will need conservatively approximately 
$1,067 million to finance the needed development of our public air- 
port facilities. According to this same survey, the estimated funds 
available from local and State sources will amount to approximate!) 
$590 million. This leaves a deficit of $477 million, which indicates 
the need for Federal aid. 

As Director of the State Aeronautics Commission of Wisconsin, | 
participated in that survey and I can assure you that insofar as our 
part is concerned, it is a very conservative estimate. The survey had 
to be conducted in a short period of time. We reviewed only the 
projects from which accurate information would come forward 
quickly. I believe insofar as our own State is concerned, our esti- 
mate 1s probably 25 percent too low, which is a serious error on a 
long-range planning basis. 

After 10 years of general acceptance of Federal aid for airport 
development it is very difficult for me to understand or agree with 
any new proposal which suggests the abandonment of such a funda- 
mental responsibility of the Federal Government. 

Like many other State and local officials, I have been under the 
impression that the question of Federal responsibility was well estab- 
lished and the only real question remaining was the extent of such 
responsibility. 

From our country’s beginning, the National Government has placed 
a high value on transportation advancement. In the development of 
seaports, river routes, canals, railroads, and highways, assistance and 
subsidies from the Federal Government have been extended and have 
won acceptance. 

The most recent case in point is that of the Federal Government 
extending 90 percent of the cost of building a system of interstate 
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and defense highways. I fail to understand why the Federal Govern- 
ment should now consider an abdication of its responsibility in the 
matter of developing a national system of airports which is of equal 
importance to interstate commerce and the national defense. 

We are on the brink of a new era in aircraft and in air travel. The 
giant jets to 9 operating commercially in the coming months must 
be handled in volume at all major airports. Few, if any, existing 
airports are ¢ capable of meeting the demands of fomorrow’s traffic 
without extensive improvements. That is true in our State as well as 
others. Many new airports will also be required. These demands 
call for an outlay of funds beyond the capability of local governments. 

It should be borne in mind that the public-works ¢ onstruction dollar 
is the most rewarding dollar spent in a community. Not only does it 
provide an immediate local economic stimulant and a high ratio of 
on-site and off-site employment, but the end result is a capital invest- 
ment of lasting value. 

In highways—and I believe this is roughly applicable to airports— 
our association estimates that for each $1 billion put into construc- 
tion 5,715,000 workweeks (40-hour weeks) of employment are pro- 
vided in on-site and direct off-site work. In other words, for each 
$1 billion invested 228,600,000 man-hours of work are provided. 

Our association has supported the principle of Federal aid for air- 
port construction since the first program in the late 1930’s. We be- 
lieve that the Federal Government’s responsibility toward develop- 
ment of a national system of local airports of high standards has not 
vet been discharged; that Federal assistance to communities should 
be continued. 

I believe the issue before your subcommittee is basically one of 
Federal policy. Unless this issue is resolved in favor of proportion- 
ate Federal aid to States and local communities, airport development 
will be seriously retarded. 

My appearance is in favor of 8S. 3502 and H. R. 11566; and I thank 
vou. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Jordan. We appre- 
ciate having your statement. 

[ wonder if any member of the committee has any question of 
Mr. Jordan, since he represents the municipal airport division of the 
American Road Builders’ Association. 

We appreciate having your testimony. 

Mr. C. C. Thompson. 


STATEMENT OF CYRIL C. THOMPSON, STAFF MEMBER AND AIR- 
PORT CONSULTANT, AIRCRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. TuHomprson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a statement 
1 would like to file and a few remarks I would like to make in con- 
nection with the statement of the Under Secretary of Commerce 
yesterday, if I may have 2 or 3 minutes. 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Thompson, your entire statement may go in 
the record. 
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(Mr. Thompson’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Cyrit C. THOMPSON FOR THE AIRCRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS ASSOCIA- 
TION TO THE House SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS 
ON THE BILxs H. R. 11566 Anp 8. 3502 


My name is Cyril C. Thompson. I am a staff member and airport consultant 
for the 71,000-member Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, and appear here 
today in their behalf. I have been actively connected with both airline and 
general aviation airport location and development in the United States since 
1925. 

The members of AOPA approve and ask for favorable action on 8. 3502. This 
bill follows closely the provisions of H. R. 11566 on amendments to sections 5 


and 13 of the Federal Airport Act, and, also, proposes amendments to sections 2 
and 4. 

The purpose of these legislative proposals is (1) to extend the Federal Air- 
port Act on a matching-fund basis through fiscal year 1963 at an increased level 
of $100 million annually, effective for the year 1959; (2) to provide a separate, 
special fund of $75 million for immediate discretionary allocation by the Secre- 
tary of Commerce during fiscal year 1959, also on a matching-fund basis; (3) to 
eliminate parking lots and certain concession areas in terminal buildings from 
eligibility for Federal matching funds under the provisions of the act; (4) to 
provide Federal assistance on a matching-fund basis to certain small airports for 
the sealing and filling of joints on runway pavements; and (5) to require 
publication by January 1 each year of the proposed program of public airport 
additions, improvements, and development for the next fiscal year. 

The owners and pilots of that vast majority of civil aircraft not used in 
scheduled airline operations—namely, the general aviation segment, with 
more than 90,000 aircraft—urge that future civil-airport requirements be con 
sidered with a full realization that the American people have accepted the air 
plane as a primary means of travel. This fact is confirmed by the President’s 
Civil Air Policy Report (1954), from which the following is quoted: 

“Within the space of one generation, aviation has become a major force in 
passenger transportation, and is rapidly developing a wholly new medium for the 
swift movement of cargo within our Nation * * *. The phenomenal growth 
of aviation has built a major new industry to strengthen further our national 
economy.” 

You will recall that Federal-aid grants under the Airport Act of 1946 were 
not made during fiscal 1954, being held up while an airport panel appointed 
by the Secretary of Commerce made a reevaluation study of the role of the 
Federal Government in the construction and development of civil airports in 
the United States. The report of this study group, published in 1954, as Sen 
ate Document No. 95, 83d Congress, stated that our civil-airport facilities do 
not meet the present and future needs of civil aviation consistent with the 
requirements of the national interest and security ; that the Federal Government 
should participate financially with State and local governments in the construc- 
tion and development of many more airports. 

In the 4 years since this study made clear the Federal Government’s cooper 
ative responsibility in providing an adequate system of public airports, the 
growth of aviation, particularly business and personal flying, has moved for 
ward so rapidly that multi-million-dollar appropriations have been made to 
enable the Civil Aeronautics Administration to provide new air navigation and 
traffic control mechanisms, including better communications facilities, for aircraft 
users. The increasing air traffic in need of the navigation and safety aids can 
only be useful in the national economy if there are enough places for takeoffs 
and landings. 

The urgent need for airports was emphasized last year in the aviation facili 
ties planning report of the President’s special assistant, Edward VP. Curtis. He 
said: 

“Airports are an integral part of the system of aviation facilities. However, 
unlike other elements of the system, airports are designed, built, financed, and 
operated by local authorities. The increase in overall traffic will require a 
modernization of airports and an increase in their number. This imposes the 
necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure that airports do not 
become a neglected element of the system and, thus, a future bottleneck. 
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“The Federal Government should carry out airport research and experimenta- 
tion so that local planning for new airports can be done on a sound basis.” 

The CAA has presented the 1958 revision of the national airport plan, which 
informs the Congress that 1,998 general aviation type airports and 824 air com- 
merce type airports—entirely new construction or improvements to existing air- 
ports—are required during the immediate planning period if current and future 
needs are to be met. 

The total number of public airports in the permanent civil system was only 
1,396 in January 1957. This figure, published in the latest edition of the CAA 
Statistical Handbook, covered all airports that had received Federal aid and come 
under a sponsor’s agreement to operate as a public airport for 20 years. (It is 
believed that an airport is quite sure to be a permanent facility if it is operated 
for two decades.) Out of the total of 7,028 airports listed in the handbook, 
1,396 are not enough for the hard core of our airport system. More of the re- 
maining 5,632 airports should be encouraged to get out of that temporary air- 
port class which is shrinking annually as good land prices are offered by ag- 
gressive real-estate developers. 

The legislation now being discussed is a sound step in the right direction, be- 
cause it serves as a notice to States, counties, cities, and other municipal cor- 
porations that Federal matching funds are going to be available for landing- 
facility projects, even though several years may be required locally to work out 
the political and financial parts of an airport program. We believe that this leg- 
islation will encourage local government to act with greater force in finding ways 
to absorb convenient, privately owned airports and develop them for long public 
service. 

It seems appropriate to recall here, what the American Municipal Association 
has said about the need for more airports, and I quote, “We have in the United 
States 17,118 incorporated places, a large percentage of which are industrial, 
agricultural, and commercial centers playing an important part in our national 
economy. It should be possible to reach these places at air-age speeds in any 
emergency as well as under modern business conditions. Where we have been 
giving primary attention to airports serving our airlines, we must now broaden 
the program to facilitate the operation of aircraft to many hundreds of airports 
not served by scheduled carriers.” 

The airplane and the improved airport have done more than any transportation 
team in history to help knit the many town, county, and State groups of Ameri- 
can people into a compact and homogeneous nation. They have brought rural 
or distant communities within easy travel distance of governmental or educa- 
tional centers. They have helped the miner get financing for his mineral pros- 
pect; helped the farmer get more for his products; helped the manufacturer dis- 
stribute his products to a wider market. 

Men have learned how to transport medical supplies, fresh food, clothing, air- 
conditioning machinery, books, newspapers, films, breeding livestock, technical 
experts, ete., from any place in the United States to any other place within a 
very few hours of any day by airplane, thus making living conditions better and 
more uniform regardless of location or climatic conditions. 

A proposal to raise from 1,396 to 4,284 the number of permanent landing places 
in the Nation’s system of civil airports is supported by aircraft users. 

The number 4,284 represents the urban places with 2,500 inhabitants or more, 
all of which are important to the national economy. These cities and towns need 
to be connected by a system of airports as permanent as the Nation’s system of 
public roads. 

In addition to the legislative proposals in S. 3502 and H. R. 11566, we respect- 
fully suggest that section 11, paragraph (1) of the Federal Airport Act be 
amended to read: 

(1) The airport to which the project relates will be available for publie use 
on fair and reasonable terms and without unjust discrimination, and the landing 
area will be available for use without charge by air aircraft not operated for 
compensation or hire.” 

$y adding the italicized words, the Airport Act would be brought more clearly 
in line with the public interest concept of the Federal-Aid Roads Act which pro 
vided that all roads constructed under the provisions of the act shall be free 
from tolls of all kinds. 

The lack of a no-toll clause in the Federal-Aid Airport Act of 1946, has en- 
couraged some operators of publicly financed airports to collect objectionable 
fees for runway use from operators of aircraft not used for compensation or 
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hire. This practice will retard the normal growth of general aviation. Itisa 
practice in conflict with the civil air policy statement the public interest requires 
that the benefits of air transportation in all its forms be widely available. 

It is known to the members of this committee that substantial appropriations 
are provided annually for the operation of customs, immigration, public health, 
and agricultural inspection, as well as weather bureau services at many of our 
civil airports. We believe it is not in the public interest to permit a municipal 
unit of government, which sponsors a Federal-aid airport, to require an admis- 
sion fee payment before United States citizens or foreign visitors can use these 
tax supported Federal services. 

An increasing number of letters and telephone calls to our organization bring 
complaints about landing fees at publicly owned Federal-aid airports. Quite 
typical is this message from an official of a manufacturing company, “I wish to 
register a complaint concerning exorbitant landing fees. We landed at (X) 
airport, stopped on the loading ramp, picked up an associate, and departed. We 
were charged a landing fee of $2.50. I hope you can institute some action to 
change this condition.” 

If a general aviation aircraft, not used for compensation or hire, makes from 
6 to a dozen stops at different cities in a day and is charged a landing fee of $2 
or $3 at each stop, the total spent for the day’s landings does become an eco- 
nomic factor tending to retard the use of the airplane. It is believed that the 
time-saving utility airplane should be used as freely as the family or business 
automobile. Personal airplane users feel that collection of a landing fee at a 
publie airport is quite as ridiculous as it would be to collect an automobile entry 
fee at the corporate boundary of every city. The airplane user has no objection 
to a parking fee or a charge for any type of service he would expect to pay for 
in connection with automobile use in the city he visits, but he considers it a form 
of gouging when a fee is charged for stopping to let off or take on an associate 
or member of his family. 

It is the policy of the Civil Aeronautics Administration to suggest to airport 
owners that landing fees shoulld be eliminated on civil aircraft not operated for 
hire. However, since the Airport Act does not specifically prohibit tolls or land- 
ing fees, the CAA hesitates to take action through regulations or grant agree- 
ment terms. 

A clear-cut amendment of the Federal-Aid Airport Act to prohibit use-fee 
gouging at publicly financed airports is strongly urged. 

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association asks for favorable action on the 
amendments proposed in 8. 3502, part of which are covered by H. R. 11566. 

The Cuairman. You may proceed, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. THompson. In addition to the statement which is going into 
the record, gentlemen, I would like to make this comment : 

The position taken by the Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation yesterday in opposition to the continuation and expansion 
of the Federal-aid airport program was very disturbing to those 
of us who have long participated in the growth of civil aviation. 

It is not easy to understand how the Federal Government can con- 
tinue to assert the right to control use of each State’s airspace without 
assuming some obligation for the right to urge uniformity in the 
design and construction of the ground facilities which have much to 
do with the amount of traffic that can move through the airspace. 

All air transportation involves a takeoff and a landing at airports. 
Airport system capacity limitations can limit traffic volume in the 
airspace. 

There is general agreement today that our civil airport system is 
not adequate. Therefore, if we cannot proceed with our Federal-Aid 
Airport Program, it would seem logical that we go forward slowly 
in the spending of $3 billion for a traffic control system until we are 
better informed about the traffic we may have to control. 

There are three segments in aviation today: (1) general aviation, 
(2) airline aviation, and (3) military aviation. The characteristics 
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of the airplanes they use and the way they use them are getting 
further apart each month. The Department of Commerce in these 
hearings chooses to emphasize segments (2) and (3), the airline 
and military segments, which have a primary interest in about 600 
civil airports and 300 military bases. 

It is not generally known, but some sampling surveys by the Air- 
craft Owners and Pilots Association leave little doubt that segment 
(1), general aviation, accounts for more aircraft operations and the 
transportation of more people than airline and military transport 
aviation combined. The Department of Commerce has gathered no 
adequate statistics on the operations and people transported by gen- 
eral aviation aircraft. 

To prove this point, AOPA respectfully requests that each member 
of this committee ask the Commerce Department for figures covering 
each member’s State, listing for 1 month the number of aircraft 
operations and the number of people carried in and out of all airports 
in your State. The Department will not be able to provide a com- 
prehensive picture of the traffic volume of general aviation. 

L have in my working kit, as all people studying this problem have, 
four publications from the Department of Commerce. 

(a) The CAA Statistical Handbook. This lists 6,919 airports in 
the continental United States, and states in the report that 1,396 have 
received Federal aid. This leaves 5,523 airports in what we call the 
nonpermanent class, because there is no doubt that the acceptance of 
Federal aid and the signing of a sponsor’s assurance agreement to 
operate as a public airport for 20 years comes as close as we can today 
to making an airport permanent. Otherwise, they are bait for the 
aggressive real estate operators, and the Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nautics has made a statement in an address recently indicating that 
about 500 airports have been lost to our airport system annually dui 
ing a recent period. 

(b) The national airport plan for 1958 is another tool in this busi- 
ness. It states that 593 air commerce airports and 1,962 general avia- 
tion airports, new construction and improvement projects, are need 
to meet = needs of civil aviation. That isa report to the Congress 
provided by the Department of Commerce, apparently, which was 
spoken against vyeste rday by the Under Secret: ary. 

(c) Another tool isthe Federal Airways Air Tr affic Activity Report, 
which gives the aircraft movement count of the less than 200 urpe rts 
where a tower count is provided. We know we have through Com- 
merece records of the movements at less than 200 of our 6,919 airports 
in this countr V- 

(d) They have provided a ver y good booklet entitled “ Airline 
Airports 3. which prov ides a complete list of the less than 600 a rports 
having airline service. 

It is the opinion of the members of AOPA that the De partment of 
Commerce would do well to get more facts about the traflic volume 
of general avi: aioe. personal, and air taxi flying—as a part 
of the traffic control problem before stating a position on the need for 
airport system expansion. 

Many people speak of the general aviation airplane as the “puddle 
jumper.” I have been inquiring of some of the companies th: at I was 
formerly connected with. I have here a reply from the Boeing Co. 
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I asked them how many subcontractors they have today. Gentleman, 
the Boeing Co. as a prime contractor to this Government and its sub- 
contractors are a very important production unit of the United States, 
and these people largely use the business airplane. The overall pic- 
ture on Boeing subcontractors and suppliers puts the total at approxi- 
mately 8,700, some 5,200 dealing with the Seattle-Tacoma operation 
and 3.500 with Wichita. 

Gentleman, when the Pent: agon or some other agency of Government 

alls Mr. Allen of the Boeing Co. to come in to a quick conference 
about something urgently needed, he says he will be there at a certain 
time, and that is air timing. He then must have some of his staff 
call the necessary subcontractors in connection with that conversion 
or that business and they, too, must move by airspeed. They move 
by that airspeed where the airlines accommodate them, and they move 
by airspeed in their own airlines where the airlines do not accom- 
modate them. That is a vast number of places in the United States. 

That is all I have to say, sir. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Thompson, I thank you very much. 

Any questions ? 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 

I understand Mr. Charles Parker is here now and desires to make 
a Statement. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. PARKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Parker. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much indeed. 

The CHatrMan. You are the executive director of the National 
Aviation Trades Association ? 

Mr. Parker. That is correct. We represent here in Washington 
the smaller commercial airplane flying service operators, sometimes 
called fixed-base operators, airport operators, dusting and spraying 
outfits throughout the country. 

I regret to say the mimeograph service still has my copy of the full 
statement. With your permission, I would like to make some brief 
remarks on certain highlights of that for a few moments, and bring 
the statement later 

The CHarrMan. You may submit your statement for the record 
when you have it, Mr. Parker. 

(Mr. Parker’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION 


My name is Charles A. Parker and I serve as executive director of the 
National Aviation Trades Association. NATA represents commercial air serv- 
ice (fixed-base) operators nationally. Members engage in commercial aircraft 
operations that include air taxi and charter, patrol, aircraft rental, flight train- 
ing, and aerial application. In addition, these operators provide maintenance, 
repair, storage, and fuel services at the airports of the Nation on which the 
aircraft owner and user must depend for the successful use of his vehicle. At 
many points, our members, through their own capital, provide privately owned 
public-use airports. Frequently, these are the only landing facilities available 
to a particular town or community. Obviously, we are very concerned with the 
matter of airports and their development. 

The NATA approves the general concept of Federal airport aid with respect 
to airport improvements and the development of new airports. However, we 
feel that in the conduct of the program, to date, there has been a definite lack 
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of balance. The program has been characterized by predominant aid to large 
air carrier type facilities with a distinct subordination of the needs of general 
aviation. We urge, therefore, that your committee give every consideration 
to the provisions which we numerate herein to bring a balanced program out 
of the bills referred to above in any future program. Unless this is accom- 
plished, we oppose the bills in question. 

Regarding the existing airport-aid program, we and other aviation repre- 
sentatives were invited by CAA in 1955 to participate in the formulation of 
working policies. At that time, we held strongly that it must be a balanced 
program to provide aid not only for the large terminal type airports, but also 
aid that would enable development of the following: 

1. New airports in communities where none exist ; 

2. Secondary airports in cities where terminal facilities have reached 
capacity ; and 

3. Emergency flight strips, particularly on routes through difficult and 
sparsely settled terrain. 

We will strongly desire these in order that the growing fleet of utility, 
business, and private aircraft, operated by the public at large, will receive 
direct benefit from the program through an expanded aircraft utilization and 
increased safety, as well as to bring new facilities to many communities for 
their benefit and the benefit of the general public and provide additional civil 
defense and emergency aids. 

That there is a need for additional facilities and provisions whereby any 
Federal airport aid program will henceforth operate in better balance is shown 
in the following : 

1. Airports are closing—Actually, the big airports have been getting bigger 
and the smaller airports have been disappearing. Many private owners of 
public-use airports, in view of increasing real-estate taxation, and with no tax 
relief in sight for a facility offering such a public service, and with rising 
land values, have succumbed and sold out to industrial and real-estate develop- 
ments. One survey in 1956 showed that of 29 small fields in the Chicago area 
in 1946, only 12 were due to be open for the service and hangaring of corporate 
and private aircraft. Our airport system in early 1957 was reported as com- 
prised of a total of approximately 7,300 airports, of which 4,621 or 63.5 per- 
cent were in the privately owned category, with some 1,200 of these listed as 
“public-use.” The balance are listed as “limited use.” In addition, the so- 
called CAA intermediate fields are being closed. 

2. The general aviation fleet is expanding.—Statistics on general aviation 
show that there is an active fleet of some 65,000 units or 40 times more aircraft 
than on the Nation’s airlines. General aviation is also currently flying at a 
rate of 10 million hours annually or some three times more than is flown by the 
domestic air carriers. According to a survey conducted in 1957 by the general 
aviation facilities planning group, this fleet is expected to nearly double by 
1975. However, with some unexpected technical breakthrough, this well might 
increase substantially over the foregoing projection. 

3. Terminal airports are overloaded—Many terminal-type airports have been 
operating at maximum capacity and can be relieved through the development 
of secondary airports in the peripheral area of many of our cities. 

Many fiyers in general aviation would readily bypass the large, congested 
terminal-type facilities and use secondary airports. For example, at Columbus, 
Ohio, the heavily used terminal airport is located well to the east of the city. 
Ideal conditions exist for the retention and development of a secondary public 
airport in one of the last remaining convenient locations immediately west of 
the city. It would also serve a new growing industrial area in that vicinity 
and expanded flight activities in Columbus. 

In 1956 the New York Department of Commerce stated, “With the rapid in- 
crease in air traffic in the capital district (Albany) a good supplementary air- 
port may well become necessary.” They added, “Experience in other major 
air centers of the State, such as New York, Buffalo, Syracuse, and Rochester 
demonstrates the importance of supplementary landing facilities for executive 
and private aircraft to relieve traffic loads at primary airports.” 

1. Many towns are not served with an airport—aAn inspection of any airway 
map will readily show the many towns, some of which are sizable, which have 
either a very inadequate field or no airport at all. New airports are needed. 
A valuable contribution to aircraft utility at a minimum outlay could be had 
through the development of widespread one-runway landing strips (preferably 
hard surface) not multirunway or large area airports. We believe that CAA 
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should undertake a renewed and intensive effort to promote the development 
of such facilities in all communities of over 2,000 population. These facilities 
to start would only need to be on the order of a single strip, 2,500 to 3,500 feet 
long by 200 feet wide with good approaches. 

We further believe that CAA should be directed by the Congress to explore 
the possibility of developing such strips under a cooperative plan in conjunction 
with the Federal and State public roads program. This very time of intense 
highway expansion would be an ideal time to develop so-called highway flight 
strips, adjacent to and in conjunction with new highway construction. It would 
provide an efficient and economical approach to the problem. These could be 
particularly valuable as intermediate and emergency strips at strategic points 
along highway routes that parallel air routes particularly in areas of bad 
terrain. 

Some communities have greatly benefited where they have had an adequate 
airport, in attracting new industry. These facilities will have an ever increasing 
appeal and value to both industry and the community in the days ahead. With 
the demise of railroad passenger service at many outlaying points, a landing 
facility will become increasingly useful. It will be used by air taxi services, by 
business and private aircraft owners and later will attract feeder airline services. 
It can expand as demand warrants. 

The value of a large number of new airports is also seen in other respects 
such as for civil defense and civil emergency, also for industrial dispersal. In 
addition the great value of smaller airports has been realized from time to time, 
in the saving of a transport or military airplane under emergency. 

We recognize, of course, that a request for Federal aid under the present law 
must originate from the community. Unfortunately, there is still widespread 
lack of knowledge of aviation and its needs, let alone airport requirements on 
the part of the general public. An estimate has been made that only 7 to 10 per- 
cent of the public have ever been off the ground. Aviation users, in many in- 
stances, have comprised such a small group in some areas that they have been 
entirely unable to obtain public support for airport development; particularly 
with unairminded officials in control of a community. In other instances, only 
the scheduled airline seems to be recognized as that which comprises “aviation.” 

One of the responsibilities of the CAA, under the act of 1938, is to foster, aid 
and abet civil aviation. We know of no better purpose that could be served 
with respect to this, than for CAA to be directed by this Congress to take a re- 
newed, positive, educational and promotional action in communities and work in 
conjunction with representative local aviation interests and State aviation officials 
on the creation of new airports (flight strips initially) and improvement of sub- 
standard airports. 

Obviously, we do not feel that the present aid program has been a balanced 
program in any sense of the word, with respect to the creation of new airport 
facilities or in aid to smaller communities. This is further borne out in such 
information as: “* * * Federal aid now is going mostly to the larger cities with 
airline service. There has not been a Federal aid grant to a small town in 
Alabama since 1950” (Alabama Aviation News by Department of Aeronautics, 
September 1956). 

A CAA representative speaking at a meeting of Missouri aviation interests, 
April 16, stated that 2 big cities got some $7 million of Federal airport aid 
during a certain period while only $138,000 was spent for the balance of air- 
ports in all Missouri. 

Also, witness the statement in the Congressional Record of May 14, 1958, by 
Senator Neuberger quoting letter of E. W. Snyder, director, Oregon State Board 
of Aeronautics, dated March 18, 1958: 

“You will be interested to learn that during present FAAP, Federal funds 
have been allocated to only one general aviation airport in Oregon * * *” 

He further added that “the State agency has, since 1955, made seven applica- 
tions for Federal funds for general aviation airport projects. Each of these 
seven applications were disapproved by the CAA. 

“The Board on January 13, 1958, made application for funds covering three 
airport projects (in the general aviation category). * * * To date, we have 
received no official word from CAA regarding these applications, however, I am 
becoming increasingly doubtful that the CAA will approve any of these projects. 

“Members of this Board * * * are quite naturally concerned over what ap 
pears to be an arbitrary decision on the part of the CAA to eliminate general 
aviation airports from the FAAP.” 
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Come now to the trend of ever-increasing runway lengths. We firmly be- 
lieve that the Congress should issue a mandate to the Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration to establish a limitation on the ever increasing requirements that have 
been requested to serve air carrier operations on which Federal funds will be 
spent. The day is long past when this should have been laid down in abso- 
lute terms. Year by year, the hue and cry has been for longer and longer run- 
ways. 

We commend James T. Pyle, CAA Administrator, when he pointed out to the 
Airport Operators Council, at a recent convention, that the airplane manu- 
facturers have a responsibility in the airport-aircraft picture to design and build 
aircraft with full regard to existing airport facilities and the maximums that 
are planned. 

This is all well and good, but if CAA continues to keep on “upping” the maxi- 
mums, then these are just so many hollow words. 

To meet requirements of DC-7 type aircraft, for example, runway length needs 
became on the order of some 8,400 feet. Now we note a new proposal on a tech- 
nical standards order of CAA for further upward revision to over $10,000 feet. 
Possible requirements for jet equipments are talked as running to 13,000 or 
14,000 feet as a maximum requirement. 

Now, what are we also doing in all this? For one thing, we are steadily in- 
creasing the approach and departure slope angles to bring large aircraft for 
longer periods at low levels over populated areas for increased noise and nui- 
sance. Thisin itself is serious. 

Air carrier runway requirements have now been carried to the point where 
vast sums of public money are being expended on a single facility rather than 
distributed and spent in the creation of new facilities. It would seem that the 
limit has been reached economically on what is fair and equitable to the taxpay- 
ing public in view of the lack of space at many of our airports and the extreme 
costs of property in many areas where lengthenings are being undertaken. We 
ask the committee, in all sincerity, where are these requirements going to end? 

We request, therefore, under this bill, that the CAA be requested to establish 
limits on maximum runway lengths beyond which Federal funds may not be ex- 
pended and that CAA issue a firm policy regarding such limitations to the air 
carriers and the manufacturers. We believe that engineering talents can bring 
a halt to this costly and impractical trend. Future transport aircraft designs to 
enable lower runway utilization should be developed. If not, then let the cities 
and towns bear the additional burden of expense on runway costs. 

We also request that another provision be incorporated in any new Dill as 
follows: In connection with all terminal-type facilities, provision shall be made 
to provide a short parallel runway or runways to assist in the expeditious move- 
ment and increased traffic flow of smaller aircraft not requiring the use of the 
longer and principal runways. 

This would make use of large airports far more feasible by smaller aircraft. 
It would forestall the prohibition of such aircraft into large terminal facilities 
and provide a new safety in such operations. Our association adopted this at an 
annual convention and presented it to CAA and the Airport Use Panel of the Air 
Coordinating Committee. This concept has been supported by statements of 
some experienced control tower operators to the effect that it is a feasible sys- 
tem and represents an excellent operational pattern without interference to large 
aircraft and air carrier operations. Smaller air taxi and business aircraft 
must use these terminal fields or the entire purpose of the smaller airplane as a 
valuable connecting vehicle will be destroyed. 

It is also imperative that any future act indicate that in connection with any 
airport aid moneys, such airports shall provide adequate ramp and parking 
facilities to accommodate the foregoing types of aircraft. 

The following point is one which may need further exploration but if not con- 
sidered at this time it should be the subject of a possible future amendment to 
the act. With respect to privately owned public-use airports, where such air- 
ports are operated as a public service without landing fees and determined by 
the CAA and the State agency concerned with aviation to be a part of the air- 
port system of any State, that such airports should be eligible to receive Federal 
aid on runways and taxiways when such areas are leased on some appropriate 
basis to a State or political subdivision thereof. 

Note that private airports providing a public-use service have virtually no 
protection under the law as with respect to zoning, nor are they 


granted tax 
relief on the property of their public-use runways. 
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It is also our position that no Federal funds should be allocated to the con- 
struction or improvement of administration buildings, hangars, or other such 
facilities in connection with the Federal airport aid program. The maximum 
benefits to all from Federal funds, it appears to us, will come from expenditure 
on the basic facilities, i. e., runways, taxiways, ramps, and parking areas. 

We request that your committee in the interest of balanced aviation develop- 
ment, safety, economy, and equity to the general public, incorporate the provi- 
sions outlined in the foregoing in any new bill. We would be pleased to discuss 
details of our thinking with any members of your committee or assistants at any 
time. We sincerely believe in the statement of the eminent Gill Robb Wilson, 
editor and publisher of Flying magazine, that “as goes the whole of aviation in 
America, so will go American progress, security and prosperity.” Thank you 
for this opportunity to appear. 

Mr. Parker. Briefly, we are in accord with the principle of Fed- 
eral aid to airport development and construction. We are, however, 
opposed to the program as it has been conducted in the past. We have 
long asked that a balanced program be established. When I say “bal- 
anced program,” I mean a fair proportion of the money spent for the 
creation of brandnew airports in small communities and elsewhere, as 
well as for secondary facilities in many large terminal areas where the 
terminal airports are already overcrowded, and for the development 
of emergency flight strips in areas of bad terrain. 

We do not believe that the program to date has served the needs of 
the vast area of general aviation operations, business, personal, and in- 
dustrial flying, in the manner that it should, and our statement will 
clearly back up our reasons on that. 

Another point on this program is that for years and years we have 
heard of nothing but ever-increasing requests for longer and longer 
runways. What we want to know is, where do we ever end on this 


} thing? Where does this ever come to a halt? Where do we reach 
4 the point.where this just does not become feasible or se1 nsible eco- d 
; nomically ? ( 
It is our opinion that somewhere along the line the CAA should very ‘a 
! clearly set forth limits, and then tell the airlines and the manufac \ 
i turers if they cannot meet these by their design standards in their 4 
i future transports, then let the cities and towns go ahead and add that t] 
i additional 2,000, 3,000, 4,000 or 5,000 feet to get our runways not up in 
I to 5,000, 7,000 or 8,000 maximum as they are now to serve DC—6’s and qi 
i Ts, but they are talking 10,000. I have heard rumors of 13,000 or a 
14,000. " 
| Frankly, we do not know where the property is to come from for ti 
| some of these ventures if they continue. st 
i Somewhere there needs to be some pretty firm statement. Mr. a 
i Pyle, the CAA Administrator, addressing the oper: itor convention this a 
spring, warned the manufacturers on that. Unless CAA does some- thi 
| thing positive and perhaps has some explicit directive from you an 
gentlemen, then Mr. Pyle’s words will be just so many hollow words. ye 
| So much for that. se 
In the development of all new large terminal airports we have felt 
very strongly and we filed a statement from our association with the wi 
CAA and the ACC that they should give serious consideration in any Un 
. new program and deve lopment and expansion of terminal facilities to hore 
} the establishment of a parallel runways or runway to the large is 1 
| runways so smaller air taxi and business airplanes coming in to these wit 
i asa HAE csiinacting service to the airline terminal and airlines can aah 
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use it without interfering with the big, heavy passenger-carrying, 
fast-landing airplanes. 

Let me point out one other thing. As we stretch out these runways 
longer and longer, it means that these large, fast aircraft will be down 
lower for greater distances out away from the terminals, and you come 
then back to a noise and nuisance situation which we believe is very 
serious. 

In the spending of money, we believe that the basic facility should 


receive the Federal aid, and the basic facility to us is the runways, the 
taxiways, the ramps, and the parking areas. We feel that the towns, 
cities, and States should build their own buildings, and with private 
capital in the case of hangars, for example. 

[ think that is about all I can say. My statement runs nine pages, 
and contains facts and reference material to support our contentions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Parker, thank you very much. We are glad 
to have your statement. 

Mr. Parker. | appreciate the opportunity to be able to work it in. 

The CuHatrman. Mr. Joseph Holland, of Trenton, N. J., I believe 
Was given permission to file a statement yesterday if he desired. 

This concludes the hearing on the legislation. The committee is 
adjourned. 


(The following statement was submitted for the record :) 


TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH S. HOLLAND, FREEHOLDER. MERcER County, N. d., 
MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS ON 
LEGISLATION, S, 3502 


AND 
ATRPORT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am a freeholder from Mercer County, N. J. 
Jersey Association of Chosen Freeholders. 

I appear before you today on behalf of the National] Association of County 
Officials, a private, nonprofit organization wepresenting about 6.000 elected and 
appointed county officials in 47 States and the Territory of Hawaii. 
Washington office at 1001 Connecticut Avenue. 

Our association strongly supports the general precepts contained in S. 3502. 
We believe that the Federal Airport Act should be extended through 1963 and 
the Federal matching grants for airport construction increased from $63 million 
in 1959 to a total of $100 million for each of the fiscal years 1959 through 1960. 
In addition, we favor the additional obligation of $75 million in fiscal 1959 for 
immediate use for airport projects that are past the blueprint stage and are 
awaiting financing. 

This basic proposal is consistent with the policy position taken by our associa- 
tion at its 21st annual convention. Section 1.2 of the American County Platform 
states: “Increasingly, county governments are assuming responsibilities for 
airport construction and maintenance, These airports often serve interstate 
travel and military needs and are quite beyond the ability of local communities 
to finance and maintain. We believe in the principle of Federal assistance for 
those airports located on the national airport plan which serve an interstate area 
and a national defense purpose. Specifically, we favor the continuation of Fed- 
eral assistance as specified in the Federal Airport Act of 1946 as subsequently 
amended and we strongly favor the continuation of this program together with 
the provisions of sufficient appropriations to make it effective.” 

As part of a cooperative project, our association was very pleased to join 
with the American Municipal Association, the Airport Operators Council, the 
United States Conference of Mayors and others in jointly preparing a report 
titled, “The Federal Airport Program Should Be ixtended.” In this study we 
have attempted to prove conclusively that over $1 billion of airport development 
is needed in the next 4 years if the national system of airports is to keep pace 
with the Nation’s growing economic and national defense requirements. 

As reported in the study, a recent national airport survey shows that 1,138 
airport projects are planned by our local communities durin 
Total cost of these projects is well over $1 billion, 
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this amount will be provided by State and local sources and the balance of $477 
million will have to be provided through Federal matching funds. 

Edward P. Curtis in his special report to President Eisenhdéwer on aviation 
facilities planning recognized the importance of an adequate s¥stem of airports 
and the principle of joint financing when he stated, “Airports are an integral 
part of the system of aviation facilities * * *. The increase in overall traffic 
will require a modernization of airports and an increase in their ?umbers. This 
imposes the necessity for coordinated national and local effort to insure that 
airports do not become a neglected element of the system, and thus a future 
bottleneck.” 

In June of 1955, the President’s Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
generally referred to as the Kestnbaum Commission, issued a monumental re- 
port, one section of which is devoted to civil aviation. Quoting from this report 
we find that the Commission recommends that “* * * Federal aid for airport 
construction be continued on the present basis of National-State-local cost 
sharing.” 

Elsewhere, the President’s report states, “There is a continuing need for public 
financing of public airports. The development of civil aviation has been inte- 
grated with a system of public financing.” 

The report predicts that “Termination of the Federal aid program in favor 
of a system relying entirely upon State and local financing would not be in the 
national interest or in the interest of most State and local governments. A col- 
lection of individual State programs would not guarantee the maintenance of a 
national system of adequate public airports dovetailed to the needs of interstate 
commerce and national defense. Furthermore, the device of Federal grants-in- 
aid facilitates central control of airport design, thus contributing to the safety 
of civil aviation. In addition, the National Government enjoys free landing 
rights for military aircraft on airports federally assisted. Occasionally, this 
arrangement makes it unnecessary to build additional military airfields.” 

The Commission also suggested one modification in the existing structure of 
Federal airport grants; namely, the stimulation of airport development on a 
regional basis. “Airport planning and development is frequently regional in 
character,” according to the report. “Experience indicates that this problem 
may best be solved on a regional basis through the medium of State and regional 
authorities.” 

A recent survey made by our association establishes the fact that counties are 
turning increasingly to bicounty agreements on special airport authorities as 
a means of operating airports. Appfoximately 35 percent of the counties polled 
who do own airports, report that they own and operate them on a regional 
basis in conjunction with or through another governmental entity. Sacramento 
County (Calif.) and Sacramento City typify governmental cooperation in the 
field of airport planning. ‘Together they are financing a complete survey of 
their area’s airport facilities and needs. The State of Pennsylvania offers 
some excellent examples of area or regional airport ownership. Northampton 
County jointly finances the Lehigh-Northampton Airport Authority with Lehigh 
County and the cities of Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton. And under a bi- 
county agreement, Luzerne and Lackawanna Counties operate the Secranton- 
Wilkes-Barre Airport. 

In conclusion, we should again like to emphasize that local government can- 
not finance the necessary airport additions and improvements alone. Federal 
technical and financial assistance must be provided through an extended and 
augmented Federal Airport Act. In our opinion, S. 3502 is a farsighted measure 
which embodies the necessary means to insure an adequate national system of 
public airports. 


) 


(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee adjourned. ) 
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